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%5i SALT LAKE COUNTY PUBLIC Y/ORKS DEPARTM. AT 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
2023 South State 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84115 
Phone: 483-5000 
A a-? 
Certified Letts 
£? 707 282 907 
#P 707 382 908 
March 19, 1986 
COMMISSIONER 
M.TOMSHIMfZU 
D ! R E C T 6 R OF PU3L1C WORKS 
DONALD G.SPENCER 
Professional Engineer 
County Engineer 
DIRECTOR 
KEN JONES 
r*r. u « - - ~ c . U«J 
715 East 2900 South, S u i t e $mJL 
Sal - Lake Ci ty , Utah 8*107 
Mr. Hcbert DeEry 
4252 South 700 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84107 
Z DEPOSITION 
EXHIBIT 
Gentieren: 
SUBJECT. Building Perr.it required for building at 4252 South 
7C0 East, Salt Lake County, Utah 
Cn March 17, 1936, Z made an cn-site inspection and found the 
following deficiencies that must be corrected and corrrpleted 
within 20 working days, upon receipt of this letter, in order 
to step any legal action. 
Some of the items listed below are self explanatory and some 
are of technical nature. I will try to explain the technical 
ones in order to assure you understand what is to be done. 
1. Handicap hardware is required in rest rooms on main floor. 
2. All rest rooms will have stall partitions to separate the 
fixtures one from another. 
2. All fixtures will be sealed at point of contact with wails 
s-r: -Inn-ocrs. 
A ceiling tile is missing in the library. 
Electrical junction boxes are open with no covers for 
protection thru out ceiling and floor spaces. 
Air conditioners are not completed. 
Water is leaking into mens room on second floor thru the 
vent fan. 
:ch 19, 19CD 
Dell Barrel & Mr. Robert DeBry 
Stairwav is not anchored or finished v;est sice or ouncm 
Kain stairs in foyer are 12* 8" in rise without a landing to 
reduce the long run. 
0. Footings are exposed without the required protection east, 
west, north, and south sides of building. 
i. Window on east side is not protected and is sitting on the 
footing of building. 
. The suspended ceiling is not anchored as per seismic 
The light fixtures that are suspended by the ceiling grids 
are not anchored per seismic regulations. 
The areas between the floor and ceiling and the areas 
between the ceiling and the roof must be separated into 
3,000 sq. ft. areas by a draft stop consisting of at least 
1/2" sheet rock. 
Lateral bracing is called for by plan and must be justified 
by the engineer of record that it is in as he called it-
The bearing plates called for on the plan are not in place 
and must be placed according to the engineer, of record, 
"he girder saddles must be bolted as per good workmanship 
nd as per code. This means if four bolts are called for 
her. they must be installed with nuts and washers as would 
e expected of any bolted connection. 
Lectrical branch oanels must have overload orotection 
n JL5 , .rco 
Deli Barrel and Mr. Robert De3ry 
The plans are to be completed with the corrections as sho^ /n 
on the plan check sheet. 
The cn-sire and off-site requirements are to be bonded a^ 
per attached notice. 
The permit application shall be filled out and the fees 
paid as per the plan check which will include a double f$e 
for building without a permit. 
feu have any questions concerning the above list of 
jirements, feel free to contact myself or a plan checker |Ln 
office at any time. 
cerely, 
LACE R. NOBLE, Chief Building Official 
elopment Services Division 
f/jb 
Paul Haughn 
Exhibit B 
STRUCTURE OVERVIEW 
The building was constructed as noted below: 
Foundation: Consists of continuous and spread concrete 
footings supporting steel tube columns and 
concrete walls. The first floor is a concrete 
slab-on-ground. 
Walls: Exterior closure/bearing wails are built of 8" 
reinforced Atlas brick. The L.ans call for #5 
vertical bars at 32" o.c. and (2) ^4 horizontal 
bars at 48" o.c. Wail sections do not show the 
vertical bars doweling into the concrete 
foundation walls. Interior non-bearing partitions 
are built of steel studs. 
Second Floor: Was built of 24" deep, wood parallel chord, press 
plate trusses spaced at 24" o.c. The floor 
appears to be overlain with 3/4" tongue S groove 
oriented strand board and particle board 
underiayment of unknown thickness. The plans call 
for 1" of gypcrete topping but the topping was net 
installed. A diaphragm nailing schedule was nor 
found in the plans. The make of the trusses is 
not known. It is not known if the trusses have an 
IC30 (International Conference of 3uilding 
Officials) evaluation report for the entire truss 
(not just the press plates) or if rJ5C (Uniform 
Building Code) required non-scheduled inspections 
of the manufacturer were conducted (UBC section 
2510(h)). 
Hoof: Consists of 24" deep, wood parallel chord, press 
plate trusses spaced at 32" o.c. The roof appears 
to be overlain with 3/4" oriented strand board (we 
have beeu unable to verify the thickness during 
the site visits). A diaphragm nailing schedule 
was not found in the plans. See the note above 
concerning truss make, code acceptance, and code 
required inspections. 
DEFECTS 
The following structural defects have been discovered: 
o 
LEDGERS 
The s e c o n d f l o o r i s s u p p o r t e d by l e d g e r s c o n s t r u c t e d of ( 2 ) 2 " x 
12" t h a t h a v e n o t b e e n f a s t e n e d t o g e t h e r , s e e F i g u r e s 4 t h r o u g n 
1 1 . The (2 ) 2" x 12" w e r e a n c h o r e d t o t h e m a s o n r y w a i l sections 
w i t h 3 / 4 " d i a m e t e r a n c h o r b o l t s a t 2 4 " o.c., a l t h o u g h a c t u a l 
s p a c i n g s of up t o 3 2 " w e r e n o t e d d u r i n g t h e s i t e v i s i t s . Our 
c a l c u l a t i o n s s h e w t h a t t h e l e d g e r b o l t s n e x t t o t h e 3 ' 0 " w i n d o w 
o p e n i n g s ( s e e F i g u r e 4 ) , a l o n g t h e s o u t h e x t e r i o r w a l l , a r e 
o v e r l o a d e d b y a f a c t o r o f 7 . 3 f o r c o d e r e q u i r e d l i v e l o a d , 
p a r t i t i o n l o a d , a n d d e a d l o a d . C o n s i d e r i n g o n l y t h e d e a d l o a d of 
t h e f l o o r , t h e b o l t s a r e o v e r l o a d e d b y a f a c t o r o f 1 . 6 . 
T h e r e f o r e , t h e s e c o n d f l o o r c a n n o t l e g a l l y s u p p o r t a n y l i v e l o a d 
o r p a r t i t i o n l o a d . A l l o w a b l e b o l t l o a d s w e r e c o m p u t e d f o l l o w i n g 
t h e 1932 UBC s e c t i o n 2 5 1 0 ( b ) . A l i v e l o a d o f 50 p s f (U3C T a b l e 
No . 2 3 - A ) a n d a p a r t i t i o n l o a d o f 20 p s f (UBC 2 3 0 4 ( d ) ) w e r e 
a s s u m e d . 
TRUSSES 
Job modified trusses, trusses with eccentric Bearings, and a 
broken truss were found while conducting site visits. A number 
of trusses had part of the press plate at the bearing pulled from 
the weed members and bent back upon itself 1-1/2" to 1-3/4" where 
measured, see Figures 10 and 11. The press plate at the bearing 
is one of the most critical connections on a truss. The top 
chord and first web were then cut back to shorten the trusses so 
they would fit on the ledgers. Trusses with modified bearings 
were found in the floor above the room used for word processing 
and in the roof west of the main front entrance. Many of the 
trusses were not seen so there may be a number of other 
locations where trusses have been job modified. We noted a 
number of trusses with eccentric bearings of up to 2-1/2" on the 
south side of the giu-lam beam line located above the conference 
room. Many of the trusses were not seen so there may be a number 
of other locations where trusses were improperly installed with 
eccentric bearings. A broken truss was found in the second floor 
east of the first floor conference room, see Figure 12. The 
bottom chord was broken, probably during shipping or 
installation, and spliced in an unacceptable fashion. A 2" x 4" 
was placed above the chord extending for several feet on the 
north side of the break and extending for a few inches from the 
break south to the nearest press plate. 
The modified trusses, trusses with eccentric bearings, and broken 
truss are severe structural defects. The load carrying capacity 
of these trusses can not be relied upon. Therefore, the ability 
of the overall floor and roof to carry load is questionable. 
Repair of the building must include inspection of each truss as 
part of the repair process by the repairing professional 
engineer. Damaged and modified trusses will need to be repaired, 
a u g m e n t e d , o r r e p l a c e d . T r u s s s h o p d r a w i n g s h a v e n o t b e e n 
c r e v i c e d t o our o f f i c e a t t h i s t i m e . I f p o s s i b l e , t h e d r a w i n g s 
s h o u l d be s u p p l i e d to u s . 
SEISMIC 
Based on our site visit observations, review of Post ma's 
calculations, and our own calculations, we cor.clude that no 
seismic design, detailing, and construction were performed for 
this building as required by UBC section 2312(a). The following 
seismic deficiencies are noted: 
a) There was no roof or floor diaphragm design as required by 
UBC 2312(j)2C. A diaphragm nailing schedule for the roof 
and floor was not found in the plans supplied to us. 
b) No sub-diaphragm design or construction was carried out, a 
violation of UBC 2312(j)2C. 
c) The first floor diaphragm has a large rectangular opening at 
the front entrance. The opening measures 14' 10" oy 31' i,r . 
UBC 2513(a) states, "Openings in diaphragms which materially 
affect their strength shall be fully detailed on the plans 
and shall have their edges adequately reinforced to transfer 
all shearing stresses". This was not done. In the event of 
an earthquake, the floor at the interior corners of the 
opening will be, at the least, severely damaged, or more 
likely, ripped apart because code required reinforcing was 
not implemented. 
d) Roof and floor diaphragm connections to the masonry walls do 
code. The first floor connections (see Figures 4 
'"' violate UBC section 2310 and 23l2(j)3A 
across the ledgers anchoring niv-w uic maauiuy uui.u uc^mb, 
the (2) 2" x 12" ledgers are subject to cross-grain bending 
and cross-grain tension. Roof connections (see Figures 22 
and 23 - drawings prepared by Karren & Associates) also 
violate UBC section 2310 and 2312(j)3A. The diaphragm to 
masonry wall connection parallel to the trusses depends on 
toenails. 
The roof and floor diaphragm boundaries do not have positive 
connection to the respective diaphragm chords and masonry 
walls because blocking was not installed between the 
trusses, a violation of UBC 2310 and 2513(a). See Figure 5 
for example. Consequently, shear forces can not be 
transferred between the diaphragms and the masonry shear 
walls and the masonry walls are not adequately braced. 
f) First floor ledgers acting as diaphragm chords between 
masonry walls can not carry the required tensile and 
compressive chord forces, a violation of UBC 2513(c) and 
2 3 1 2 (' j ) 2 C . 
g) Perimeter masonry shear walls are over-stressed in shear 
(UBC Table No. 24-H, 4b) and are not adequately reinforced 
for seismic overturning moment (UBC 2312(f)). Reinforcing 
is not shown in the plans for the moments that will occur in 
the masonry adjacent to the upper window corners where the 
vertical wall elements between the windows join with the 
continuous horizontal section of brick: at the top of the 
wall, see Figure 3 for example. 
WEST EXTERIOR EXIT 
A steel deck supported by IS 3-1/2 x 3-1/2 x 1/4 columns and a 
steel stair with C9 x 13.4 stringers was constructed to provide a 
second story exit at the west side of the building, see Figure 
14. The following problems are noted: 
a) The two through bolts that anchor the east side of the exit 
landing to the building are overloaded by a factor of 5.3 
for code required live load (UBC Table No. 23-A) and dead 
load, see Figures 15 and 17. 
b) A footing was not constructed for the low end of the 
stairway, see Figure 15. 
c) A walkway has not been constructed from the stairs to the 
parking lot or lower west exit sidewalk, see Figure 15. 
d) The structural steel of the exit has not been completely-
primed nor painted, see Figures 14 to IS. 
e) Earth has been placed directly against the TS 3-1/<. x 3-1/2 
x 1/4 columns at ground level. Concrete cover will need to 
be installed around the buried portion of the columns to 
prevent deterioration. 
f) Non-structural 1/2M diameter bolts were used to connect the 
channel stringers to the elevated landing, see Figure 13. 
MISCELLANEOUS 
Other structural problems discovered during site visits are noted 
below: 
Non-bearing steel stud partitions were installed without a 
gap between the top of the walls and the bottom chord of the 
trusses. As a result, when the trusses are loaded and 
deflect, the walls will deflect excessively horizontally 
and forces will be induced in truss members that the members 
were not designed for. 
It is our understanding that the parking lot concrete was 
placed sometime in January of 1986. It appears that the 
concrete froze and/or was overworked because the surface has 
already spalled. Figures 19 and 20 show spalling that has 
occurred in the northwest corner of the parking lot. A 
crack control procedure was not used when the slab was 
constructed. A procedure such as the one recommended by the 
?CA (Portland Cement Association) should have been 
implemented. The PCA recommends, "Joint spacing in feet 
should not exceed twice the slab thickness in inches, e.g., 
8 x 3 ft for a 4 in. slab thickness. Regardless of slab 
thickness, joint spacing should not exceed 15 ft". Figure 
2 1 shows random cracking that has taken place because a 
crack control scheme was not used. 
Anywhere from one to three 3/4" diameter through bolts were 
missing in the majority of beam saddles seen during the site 
visits, see Figure 13. 
Suspended ceiling and light fixtures were listed in Salt 
Lake County's March 19, 1986 letter (enclosed) for not 
being, "anchored per seismic regulations" (see items #12 and 
#13) . 
Footings do not have adequate frost depth at the north 
entrance, west entrance, and east center window. 
CONCLUSION 
The subject structure was essentially designed and built without 
guidance from licensed design professionals or a licensed 
contractor. Serious structural defects have been discovered 
during the course of our investigation. Anchor bolts supporting 
ledgers which hold up the first floor are overloaded to the 
extent that failure of the ledger could occur at loadings far 
less than required by the Uniform Building Code. Modifications 
and installation problems (i.e., eccentric bearings and the 
broken truss) that occurred when the trusses were installed l^ ave 
resulted in an unsafe roof and floor. 
U3C seismic provisions have not been incorporated into the 
structure. In the event of a minor earthquake, the building 
could suffer more damage than would occur had there been a 
seismic design. In the event of a moderate or strong earthquake 
the building could suffer substantial damage or collapse 
Serious injury and death could result to people in or around the 
building. 
Exhibit C 
S A L T L A K E C O U N T Y 
D E V E L O P M E N T S E R V I C E S D I V I S I O N 
: 0 3 J Sou th S t a t e S t r e e t 
S a l t L..ke C i t y . Utah 84 1151
 D a t g i s s u e d N c v . 3 , 1986 
C e r t . Mai l N P . P 7Q7 3Q2 51 
Date or S e r v i c e N n v . 3 ? ] 
N O T I C E A N D ORDER 
To: Mr. Robert DeBry 
4252 South 700 East 
Salt Lake City, UT 84107 
Re: Office Building at 4252 South 700 East 
Notice: The referenced building is being occupied in violation of 
Section 307 (a) of the Uniform Building Code, in that there 
is no valid "Certificate of Occupancy", the "Temporary 
Certificate of Occupancy** issued December 6, 1985, has 
expired, and the corrections required by this department on 
March 19, 1986, subsequent to a requested inspection 
performed by this department hayB-not boon made. 
Order: Ycxt-a^ e hereby ordered toyj/gcate the building within 10 
(jia^r Furthermore, the building shall rMUdtlu imoceupie 
until such time as a valid "Certificate of Occupancy** is 
issued. 
A "Certificate of Occupancy" will be issued only after 
submittal and approval of as-built drawings, certification 
from a licensed engineer as to the adequacy of the 
structure, payment of all fees prescribed by law, and a 
final inspection showing compliance with code requirements. 
The final inspection will not be performed until the 
aforementioned administrative requirements have been met. 
This order is issued under authority of Section 202 (e) of 
the Uniform Building Code. 
Sincerely, 
CARL ERIKSSON, Section Manager 
Inspection Services 
CE/jb 
cc: Paul Maughn, Deputy County Attorney 
Exhibit D 
ROBERT J. DEBRY - A0849 
ROBERT J. DEBRY & ASSOCIATES 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
4252 South 700 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 8 4107 
Telephone: (801) 262-8915 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
ROBERT J. DEBRY, 
Petitioner, ] 
vs. 
SALT LAKE COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS ' 
DEPARTMENT AND ITS CHIEF 
BUILDING OFFICIAL WALLACE R. 
NOBLE, 
Respondents. 
EX PARTE APPLICATION 
FOR ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
1 WHY A WRIT OF MANDAMUS 
1 SHOULD NOT ISSUE 
) Civil No. 
Petitioner seeks an order directed to the Salt Lake 
County Public Works Department and its Chief Building Official 
to show cause why a writ of mandamus should not issue 
compelling the respondents to do the following: 
1. To perform an inspection of the premises at 4 252 
South 700 East pursuant to §204 and §401 of the 
Abatement of Dangerous Buildings Code, and 
further pursuant to §305(d) of the Uniform 
Building Code, 
2. To grant a certificate of occupancy, or state 
with specificity why a certificate is not 
granted, 
FILE COPY 
3. To disqualify Wallace R. Noble and all othei 
personnel from the Salt Lake County Public Works 
Department from acting in any way with respect 
to any matters relating to the Uniform Buildinc 
Code or the Abatement of Dangerous Buildings 
Code, 
In support of this petition, petitioner relies on the 
memorandum filed herewith and the affidavit of Robert J. DeBry. 
DATED this /Co day of /ly^^&iKAV _/ 
1986. 
ROBERT J. DEBRY & ASSOCIATES 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
2 
ROBERT J. DEBRY - A0849 
ROBERT J. DEBRY & ASSOCIATES 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
4252 South 700 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84107 
Telephone: (801) 262-8915 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
ROBERT J. DEBRY, 
Petitioner 
vs. 
SALT LAKE COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS 
DEPARTMENT AND ITS CHIEF 
BUILDING OFFICIAL WALLACE R. 
NOBLE, 
Respondents. 
PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM 
IN SUPPORT OF ORDER 
TO SHOW CAUSE WHY A 
WRIT OF MANDAMUS 
SHOULD NOT ISSUE 
C i v i l No. C%(o'~l8lf 
POINT I 
A SHOW CAUSE ORDER IS THE PROPER PROCEDURE 
TO INITIATE A PROCEEDING FOR MANDAMUS 
A proceeding for a writ of mandamus is not com-
menced by filing a complaint. "An initial procedural step 
on the part of a relator in mandamus is an application for 
an order to show cause, or an alternative writ . . . " 52 Am 
Jur.2d, Mandamus, §419, pp.742. "An alternative writ is in 
itself an order to show cause, commanding the respondent to 
do the act sought to be coerced or to show cause why he 
should not do so." Id. at §4 25, p. 748. FILE 
The Utah Supreme Court follows this practice„ 
"Upon application and affidavit . . . an alternative writ of 
mandate was issued by us, commanding [certain acts], or show 
cause•" State ex rel. Dininny v. City Court of Salt Lake 
City, 38 Utah 473, 113 P. 1018 (1911). The affidavit of the 
plaintiff functions as the complaint, and the order to show 
cause (alternative writ) functions as the summons. 
The uniform practice hitherto has been 
to treat the affidavit of the plaintiff 
as in the nature of a complaint and the 
alternative writ issued thereon merely 
as process to bring the defendant into 
court unless he complies with its 
demands. 
Goddard v. Gen. Reduction & Chem. Co., 57 Utah 180, 19 3 P. 
1103, 1105 (1920). The application for, and issuance of the 
alternative writ are made ex parte. Yankovic v. District 
Court of Denver, Colo., 380 P.2d 680 (1963). 
Rule 65B of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure sets 
forth the grounds for relief by way of an extraordinary 
writ, including mandamus. Petitioner seeks relief under 
Rule 6513(b) (3). While no specific procedure is set forth 
for proceedings under Rule 65B (b)(3), the procedure under 
Rule 65B (b)(2) specifically allows a court to issue "an 
order to show cause why such writ should not be is-
sued . . . ". Rule 65B(e). No reason exists for distin-
guishing between proceeding for relief under those two 
subsections. 
2 
In summary, the procedure for obtaining a writ of 
mandamus is to file an application and affidavit, whereupon 
the court issues an alternative writf or order to show cause 
why the writ should not be granted. Thus, this proceeding 
is properly before the court. 
POINT II 
MANDAMUS WILL LIE TO 
COMPEL SALT LAKE COUNTY TO ACT 
Mandamus will issue to require a public body or 
official to render a decision on a matter brought to it. In 
a case seeking mandamus to compel approval of a proposed 
subdivision, the Utah Supreme Court said: " . . . the court 
may require the public body (or public official) to act, but 
will not substitute its judgment for that of the public body 
• • • " Wright Development, Inc. v. City of Wellsville, 
Utah 608 P.2d 232, 233 (1980). Accord, Norco Construction, 
Inc. v. King County, Wash, 639 P. 2d 103 (1982) . (mandamus 
granted to compel county to act on proposed subdivision); 
State ex. rel. Diehl Co. v. City of Helena, Mont., 593 P.2d 
458 (1979) (mandamus issued to require city to act on 
application for conditional use permit.) See also, 52 
Am.Jur.2d, Mandamus, §77, pp. 398-399. 
Mandamus should issue to compel Salt Lake County 
to act. DeBry has no other remedy, for administrative 
appeals lie only from a decision by the County. Until the 
County decides, DeBry is in a procedural no-man's land, 
unable to appeal for lack of a decision. 
j 
POINT III 
MANDAMUS WILL LIE TO COMPEL SALT LAKE 
COUNTY TO PERFORM A BUILDING INSPECTION 
Mandamus will compel a public officer to do a 
specific, ministerial act which is non-discretionary. In 
other words, a writ of mandamus lies "to compel any inferior 
tribunal, or any corporation, board or person to perform an 
act which the law specifically enjoins as a duty resulting 
from an Office, trust, or station," Utah Rule of Civil 
Procedure 65B (b)(3); Commercial Sec. Bank v. Phillips, Utah, 
655 P.2d 678 (1982) . 
The law places a duty on the Salt Lake County 
Building Inspector to perform a final building inspection. 
TTThere shall be a final inspection and approval on all 
buildings and structures when completed and ready for 
occupancy or use." Uniform Building Code §305 (d) (emphasis 
added). (Relevant portions of the Uniform Building Code are 
attached as Exhibit A.) 
The use of the word "shall" makes this a mandatory 
duty. The inspector has no discretion to refuse. 
Furthermore, if the inspector fails to approve the 
work done, he "shall notify the permit holder or his agent 
The Uniform Building Code has been adopted by Salt 
Lake County. Title II, Chapter I, Revised Ordinances of 
Salt Lake County, Ordinance No. 838, at §2-1-1, (Jan. 14, 
1983). (See Exhibit B.) 
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wherein the same fails to comply with this code." Uniform 
Building Code §305 (e). Thus, after the inspection, if the 
Salt Lake County building inspector does not issue a certif-
icate of occupancy, he must specify what defects prevent the 
issuance. Again, the word "shall" makes this a mandatory 
duty upon the building inspector. 
POINT IV 
SALT LAKE COUNTY SHOULD BE COMPELLED TO 
DETERMINE WHETHER THE BUILDING SHOULD BE ABATED 
DeBry's expert as well as Salt Lake County have 
noted serious structural defects as well as other hazards in 
the building. (DeBry Affidavit.) DeBry further avers that 
the condition of the building may violate §302(3), (5), (8), 
(9) and (13) of the Uniform Code for the Abatement of 
Dangerous Buildings." (Relevant portions of the Uniform 
Code for the Abatement of Dangerous Buildings are attached 
as Exhibit C.) 
Sec. 302. For the purpose of this code, 
any building or structure which has any 
or all of the conditions or defects 
hereinafter described shall be deemed to 
be a dangerous building, provided that 
such conditions or defects exist to the 
extent that the life, health, property 
or safety of the public or its occupants 
are endangered: 
The Uniform Code for the Abatement of Dangerous 
Buildings has been adopted by Salt Lake County. Title II, 
Chapter I, Revised Ordinances of Salt Lake County, Ordinance 
No. 838 at §2-1-1, (Jan. 14, 1983). 
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* * * * 
3. Whenever the stress in any materi-
als, member or portion thereof, due to 
all dead and live loads, is more than 
one and one-half times the working 
stress or stresses allowed in the 
Building Code for new buildings or 
similar structure, purpose or location. 
* * * * 
5. Whenever any portion or member or 
appurtenance thereof is likely to fail, 
or to become detached or dislodged, or 
to collapse and thereby injure persons 
or damage property. 
• * * * 
8. Whenever the building or structure, 
or any portion thereof, because of (i) 
dilapidation, deterioration or decay; 
(ii) faulty construction; (iii) the 
removal, movement or instability of any 
portion of the ground necessary for the 
purpose of supporting such building; 
(iv) the deterioration, decay or inad-
equacy of its foundation; or (v) any 
other cause, is likely to partially or 
completely collapse. 
* • * * 
9. Whenever, for any reason, the 
building or structure, or any portion 
thereof, is manifestly unsafe for the 
purpose for which it is being used. 
• * * * 
13. Whenever any building or structure 
has been constructed, exists or is 
maintained in violation of any specific 
requirement or prohibition applicable to 
such building or structure provided, by 
the building regulations of this city, 
as specified in the Building Code or 
Housing Code, or of any law or ordinance 
of this state or city relating to the 
condition, location or structure of 
buildings. 
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However, Salt Lake County has made no decision on 
whether the building is a "dangerous building" within the 
meaning of the Code. As noted above, mandamus will issue to 
compel a public official to make a decision. 
A public officer is in duty bound to 
exercise the judgment or discretion 
which is reposed in him by law. If he 
fails or refuses to do so, and does not 
act upon the subject or pass upon the 
question on which such judgment or 
discretion is to be exercised, then the 
writ of mandamus may be used to enforce 
obedience to the law. In other words, 
when in matters involving discretion the 
respondent refuses to act at all, 
mandamus may issue to move him to action 
and to exercise his discretion in the 
matter. 
52 Am.Jur.2d, Mandamus, §77, p. 398. 
See also, Wright Development, Inc.y 
supra. 
For the sake of the occupants of the building, Salt Lake 
County should be required to determine whether the building 
is dangerous or should be abated. 
CONCLUSION 
A proceeding for mandamus is properly commenced by 
an ex parte application, supported by affidavit, followed by 
an alternative writ, or order to show cause. In this case, 
Salt Lake County should be required to inspect the building 
and decide whether a certificate of occupancy should issue. 
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If a certificate is not issued, Salt Lake County should say 
why it is not issued. Finally, Salt Lake County should make 
a decision whether the building is dangerous or should fc^e 
abated. 
DATED t h i s / ' / day of $&C&~£t *i 
1986. 
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UNIFORM 
BUILDING 
CODE 
1982 Edition 
1982 EDITION 304-305 
upon written application filed by the original permittee not later than 180 days 
after the date of fee payment. 
Inspections 
Sec. 305, (a) General. All construction or work for which a permit is required 
shall be subject to inspection by the building official, and certain types of 
construction shall have continuous inspection by special inspectors as specified in 
Section 306. 
A survey «of the lot may be required by the building official to verify that the 
structure is located in accordance with the approved plans. It shall be the duty of 
the permit applicant to cause the work to be accessible and exposed for inspection 
purposes. Neither the building official nor the jurisdiction shall be liable for 
expense entailed in the removal or replacement of any material required to allow 
inspection. 
(b) Inspection Requests. It shall be the duty of the person doing the work 
authorized by a permit to notify the building official that such work is ready for 
inspection. The building official may require that every request for inspection be 
filed at least one working day before such inspection is desired. Such request may 
be in writing or by telephone at the option of the building official. 
It shall be the duty of the person requesting any inspections required by this 
code to provide access to and means for proper inspection of such work. 
(c) Inspection Record Card. Work requiring a permit shall not be commenced 
until the permit holder or his agent shall have posted an inspection record card in a 
conspicuous place on the premises and in such position as to allow the building 
official conveniently to make the required entries thereon regarding inspecaon of 
the work. This card shall be maintained in such position by the permit holder until* 
final approval has been granted by the building official. 
(d) Approval Required. No work shall be done on any part of the building or 
structure beyond the point indicated in each successive inspection without first 
obtaining the approval of the building official. Such approval shall be given only 
after an inspection shall have been made of each successive step in the con-
struction as indicated by each of the inspections required in Subsection (e). 
There shall be a final inspection and approval on all buildings and structures 
when completed and ready for occupancy or use. 
(e) Required Inspections. Reinforcing steel or structural framework of any 
part of any building or structure shall not be covered or concealed without first 
obtaining the approval of the building official.-
The building official, upon notification from the permit holder or his agent, 
shall make the following inspections and shall either approve that portion of the 
construction as completed or shall notify the permit holder or his agent wherein 
the same fails to comply with this code: 
1. FOUNDATION INSPECTION: To be made after trenches are excavated 
and forms erected and when all materials for the foundation are delivered on the 
job. Where concrete from a central mixing plant (commonly termed 44transit 
mixed") is to be used, materials need not be on the job. 
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2. COiNCRETE SLAB OR UNDER-FLOOR INSPECTION: To be made 
after all in-slab or under-floor building service equipment, conduit, piping 
accessories and other ancillary equipment items are in place but before any 
concrete is poured or floor sheathing installed, including the subfloor. 
3. FRAME INSPECTION: To be made after the roof, all framing, fire 
blocking and bracing are in place and all pipes, chimneys and vents are complete 
and the rough electrical, plumbing, and heating wires, pipes, and ducts are 
approved. 
4. LATH AND/OR GYPSUM BOARD INSPECTION: To be made after all 
lathing and gypsum board, interior and exterior, is in place but before any 
plastering is applied or before gypsum board joints and fasteners are taped and 
finished. 
5. FINAL INSPECTION: To be made after finish grading and the building is 
completed and ready for occupancy. 
(f) Other Inspections. In addition to the called inspections specified above, 
the building official may make or require other inspections of any construction 
work to ascertain compliance with the provisions of this code and other laws 
which are enforced by the code enforcement agency. 
(g) Reinspections. A reinspection fee may be assessed for each inspection or 
reinspection when such portion of work for which inspection is called is not 
complete or when corrections called for are not made 
This subsection is not to be interpreted as requiring reinspection fees the first 
time a job is rejected for failure to comply with the requirements of this code, but 
as controlling the practice of calling for inspections before the job is ready for 
such inspection or reinspection. 
Reinspection fees may be assessed when the permit card is not properly posted 
on the work site, the approved plans are not readily available to the inspector, for 
failure to provide access on the date for which inspection is requested, or for 
deviating from plans requiring the approval of the building official. 
To obtain a reinspection, the applicant shall file an application therefor in 
writing upon a form furnished for that purpose and pay the reinspection fee in 
accordance with Table No. 3-A. 
In instances where reinspection tecs have been assessed, no additional inspec-
tion of the work will be performed until the required fees have been paid. 
Special inspections 
Sec. 306. (a) General. In addition to the inspections required by Section 305, 
the owner shall employ a special inspector during construction on the following 
types of work: 
1. CONCRETE: During the taking of test specimens and placing of all 
reinforced concrete and pneumatically placed concrete. 
EXCEPTIONS: 1. Concrete for foundations conforming to minimum require-
ments of Table No. 29-A or for Group R, Division 3 or Group M, Division 1 
Occupancies, provided the building official finds that a special hazard docs not 
exist. 
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ORDINANCE NO, <'' - 6 JANUARY /' ' j , 1983 
AN ORDINANCE REPEALING CHAPTER 1 , T ITLE I I , OF THE 
REVISED ORDINANCES OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 1966, AS 
AMENDED, AND ENACTING A NEW CHAPTER 1 , T ITLE I I . 
The Board of County Commissioners of the County of Salt Lake ordains 
as fo l lows: 
SECTION I. That T i t le I I , Chapter 1 , of the Revised Ordinances .of 
Salt Lake Coun ty , 1966, as amended, ent i t led " B u i l d i n g , P lumbing, E lec t r i -
cal & Mechanical Codes" is hereby repealed, and T i t l e II is hereby amended 
by enact ing a new Chapter 1 as fo l lows: 
Chapter 1 
BU ILD ING, PLUMBING, ELECTRICAL & MECHANICAL CODES 
Sect ions: 
2 - 1 - 1 . Uni form Bu i ld ing Code, Adopted 
2 -1 -2 . Add i t iona l Codes Adopted 
2 -1 -3 . Amendment of Section 105. 
2 -1 -4 . Amendment of Section 106 
2 -1 -5 . Amendment of Section 202 ( f ) 
2 -1 -6 . Amendment of Section 204 
2 -1 -7 . Amendment of Section 205 
2 -1 -8 . Amendment of Section 301 (a) 
2 -1 -9 . Amendment of Section 303 ( b ) 
2 -1-10. Amendment of Section 303 ( d ) 
2 - 1 - 1 1 . Amendment of Section 304 (a) 
2 -1-12. Amendment of Section 304 ( b ) 
2-1-13. Amendments of Chapter 24 
2-1-14. Amendment of Section 2907 (a) 
2-1-15. Amendment of Section 3203 ( g ) Except ion 2 
2-1-16. Amendment of Table #32 B 
2-1-17. Amendment of Section 3202 ( g ) Exception 2 , 3, and 4 
2-1-18. Amendment of Section 3203 ( g ) 
2 -1-19. Amendment of Section 3208 
2-1-20. Amendment of Section 3305 ( j ) 
2 - 1 - 2 1 . Amendment of Section 5406 
2-1-22. Sections of the U . B . C . Deleted 
2-1-23. Enforcement of Other Codes and Regulat ions 
2-1-24. Utah Plumbing Code, 1979 Ed i t ion , Adopted 
2-1-25. Fees fo r Plumbing Permit 
2-1-26. Uni form Mechanical Code, Adopted 
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2-1-27. Fees for Mechanical Permits 
2-1-23. National Electrical Code, Adopted 
2-1-29. Fees for Electrical Permits 
2-T-30. Severability 
2-1-31. Building Official Prohibited from Engaging 
in Business 
2-1-32. 3 Copies'of Code Filed with County Clerk 
Sec. 2-1-V. Uniform Building Code Adopted. The Uniform Building 
/ Code, 1982 Edition (UBC) with its Appendix, as adopted by the 
/ International Conference of Building Officials, is hereby adopted and 
incorporated herein by reference Into the Revised Ordinances of Salt Lake 
County, except for the amendments noted in this chapter. 
Sec. 2-1-2. Additional Codes Adopted. The Uniform Mechanical Code, 
1982 Edition; The Uniform Sign Code, 1982 Edition; The Uniform Housing 
Code, 1982 Edition; The Abatement of Dangerous Buildings Code, 1982 
Edition; The National Electrical Code, 1981 Edition; Utah Plumbing Code, 
1979 Edition; The Uniform Swimming Pool Code, 1982 Edition; and the Uni-. 
form Solar Energy Code, 1982 Edition, are hereby adopted and Incorporated 
herein by reference into the Revised Ordinances of Salt Lake County, ex-
cept for the amendments noted in this chapter. 
Sec. 2-1-3. Amendment of Section 105. Section 105 Is amended by add-
ing the phrase "or the Board of Appeals11, such phrase to be Inserted 
within Section 105 following each appearance of the term "building off icial" 
Sec. 2-1-4. Amendment of Section 106. Section '106 is amended by add-
ing the phrase "or the Board of Appeals", such phrase to be inserted 
within Section 106 following the term "building of f ic ia l " . 
Sec. 2-1-5. Amendment of Section 202. Section 202 ( f ) is amended to 
read as follows: The building off icial, the Board of Appeals and the au-
thorized representatives of the building official or the Board of Appeals 
charged with the enforcement of this Code, acting in good faith -in the dis-
charge of their duties, shall not thereby render themselves personnally 
liable for any damage that may accrue to persons or property as a result 
of any act or omission. Any suit brought against the building off icial, the 
Board of Appeals or the authorized representatives of the building official 
or the Board of Appeals shall be defended by legal counsel provided by 
Salt Lake County until final termination of the proceedings. 
This Code shall not be construed to relieve from or lessen the respon-
sibil i ty of any person owning, operating, or controll ing any building or 
structure for any damages to person or property caused by defects, nor 
shall the Division of Building Inspection or Salt Lake County be held as as-
suming any such liabil ity by reason of the inspections authorized by this 
Code or any certificates of Inspection or occupancy issued under this Code. 
Sec. 2-1-6. Amendment of Section 204. Section 204 of the Uniform 
Building Code is amended to read as follows: 
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(b) The Board may review and take action with regard to the applica-
tion of any provision of the Code or any order, decision, or interpretation 
of the Building Official, when appealed to In wr i t ing by an aggrieved per-
son within 10 days of the decision rendered by the building off icial. 
Sec. 2-1-7. Amendment of Section 205. 
Building Code is amended as follows: 
Section 205 of the Uniform 
(1) It shall be unlawful for any person, f i rm, or corporation to 
erect, construct, enlarge, alter, repair, move, improve, remove, convert, 
demolish, (equip, use, occupy, or maintain) any building or structure in 
the unincorporated County, or cause or permit the same to be done, con-
t ra ry to qrJj i i iAafi !at i^ 
j&&i&&^Ys*'j\ny person, f i rm, or corporation violating any of the provisions 
ror this Code shall be deemed gui l i ty of a misdemeanor, and each such 
person shall be deemed gui l i ty of a separate offense for each and every 
day or portion thereof during which any violation of the provisions of this | 
Code is committed, continued*, or permitted, and, upon conviction of any i 
such violat ion, such person shall be punishable by a fine of not more than * 
$299.00 or by imprisonment for not more than 90 days, or by both such jF 
(3) It shall be unlawful for any ut i l i ty company to provide service tou 
any structure or bui ld ing, or to service equipment or wir ing that are 
subject to the provisions of this Code and for which a permit is required; 
until approval is granted by the building off ic ial . The building official 
may order ut i l i ty services terminated at any location where the use is not 
authorized or is in violation of the bui ld ing, zoning or other ordinances of 
Salt Lake County. 
S e c . 2-1-8. Amendment of Section 301 (a ) . Section 301 (a) of the 
Uniform Building Code is amended to read as follows: 
5rtyB&8\ 
^m^^m^mm^i^^m^:^^ 
"3aT&£5E3d^&385S2Sttfi8S2B&&EBB0BB&&/ 
. 0 _ 
.r-.-*-" i:^v*rr*r: > ^ ' • ^A^SSSSgsaaa^^ i 
& « « 
gCI^f i r*§3ibb.t£i n -
^3S^^Sggg« 
^ 7 , ^^^^f^D^S^hK^^ki e lec t r ica l , or p lumbin; 
j r in this ord inance. 
fork,""* a separate "permit shall be obtaTnea a'nd' the fees paid as prov ided 
Except as p rov ided in T i t l e 58, Chapter 23, Section 
U . C . A . , 1953, as amended, all ^ £ ^ ^ T ^ electr ical or (5TuriLl>nq permits 
Ka!I only be issued to a licenseoTTTHJesman qua l i f ied to do the work as 
the permit app l ica t ion. 
l  
^dicated on 
time the bu i ld ing permit is taken out 
Ai l sub -pe rm i t fees shall be paid at 
Sec. 2 -1 -9 . Amendment of Section 303 ( b ) . Section 303 ( b ) of the 
Uniform Bu i l d ing Code is amended to inser t the words "or microfi lmed copy 
of same" between the words "computat ions" and " sha l l " on the second line 
of that p r o v i s i o n . 
Sec. 2-1-10. . Amendment of Section 303 ( d ) . Section 303 (d ) is amended 
by delet ing the fol lowing phrase from the end of the second sentence of 
the f i r s t p a r a g r a p h : " . . . a n d prov ided f u r t h e r tha t such suspension or 
abandonment has not exceeded one y e a r . " 
Sec. 2 - 1 - 1 1 . Amendment of Section 304 ( a ) , 
to read as fo l lows: 
Section 304 (a) is amended 
A fee fo r each bu i ld ing permit shall be paid to the bu i ld ing off ic ial as 
indicated in the fo l lowing fee schedule: 
TABLE NO. 3-A BUILDING PERMIT FEES 
TOTAL VALUATION 
$1.00 to $1,000.00 
$1,001.CO to $2,000.00 
$2,001.00 to $25,000.00 
$25,001.00 to $50,000.00 
$50,001.00 to $100,000.00 
FEE 
$20.00 
$20.00 fo r the f i r s t $1,000.00 plus 
$1.25 fo r each addit ional $100.00 
or f rac t ion thereof , to and 
inc lud ing $2,000.00 
$32.50 fo r the f i r s t 2,000.00 plus 
$6.00 fo r each addit ional $1,000.00 
or f rac t ion thereof , to and inc lud ing 
$25,000.00 
$170.50 fo r the f i r s t $25,000 plus 
$4.50 fo r each addit ional $1,000.00 
or f rac t ion thereo f , to and inc lud ing 
$50,000.00 
$283.00 fo r the f i r s t $50,000.00 
plus $3,00 fo r each addit ional 
$1,000.00 or f rac t ion thereof , 
to and inc lud ing $100,000.00 
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:0,001.00 ond up $433.00 for the f i r s t $100,000.00 
plus $2.50 for each addit ional 
$1,000.00 or f rac t ion thereof 
Other inspect ions and Fees: 
1. Inspect ions outside of normal $20.00 per hour 
business hours 
(Minimum charge - two hours) 
2. Reinspection fee assessed under $20.00 each 
prev is ions of Section 305 ( g ) 
3. Inspect ions for which no fee $20.00 per hour 
is speci f ica l ly indicated 
nimum charge - one hou r ) 
4. Addi t iona l plan review requ i red $15.00 per hour 
by changes, addi t ions or 
rev is ions to approved plans 
(Minimum charge - one half hou r ) 
Where wo rk fo r which a permi t is requ i red by th is Code is s tar ted or 
proceeded w i t h p r i o r to obta in ing said pe rmi t , the - fees speci f ied in Table 
No. 3-A shal l be doub led , bu t the payment of such double fee shall not 
rel ieve any persons from f u l l y comply ing w i th the requirements of th is 
Code in the execut ion of the work nor f rom any o ther penalt ies p rescr ibed 
he re in . 
The minimum fee for any permit is $20.00. The p re - inspec t ion fee or 
fee to inspect ex is t ing bu i ld ings for a change of occupancy use or for 
moving to a new location is $20.00. When a permi t is requ i red as set f o r t h 
in the Uni form Sign Code, the minimum fee s h a l l ' b e $20.00. For s igns , 
the value of which is in excess of $1,000.00, the fees shall be as set f o r t h 
in Table 3 -A . 
The va luat ion made by the bu i ld ing of f ic ia l fo r comput ing the bu i ld ing 
permit fee, except as otherwise p rov ided in th is sec t ion , shall be in 
accordance w i th Table 3 -A . 
Sec. 2 -1-12 . Amendment of Section 304 ( b ) . Section 304 ( b ) is 
amended to read as fo l lows: 
Section 304 ( b ) Plan Review Fees. When the va luat ion of the proposed 
const ruct ion exceeds $1,000.00 and a plan is requ i red to be submit ted by 
subsection ( b ) of Section 302, a p ian-check ing fee shall be paid to the 
Bui ld ing Off ic ia l at the time of submi t t ing plans and speci f icat ions fo r 
check ing . 
Said p lan -check ing fees for bu i ld ings of Groups R, Div is ion 3 and M 
Occupanices shall be one-hal f of the bu i l d ing permi t fees, except in those 
cases where the plan has been checked p rev ious ly and placed in the Coun-
t y ' s plan card f i le in contemplation of f u t u r e permi t issuance. A fee of 
$20.00 shall be charged for review of those plans which are par t of the 
plan card f i l e . P lan-checking fees for all o ther bu i ld ings shall be 65 pe r -
cent of the bu i l d ing permi t fees as set f o r th in Table No. 3-A. 
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Where plans are incomplete, or changed so as to requ i re addit ional 
p lan-check ing , an addit ional p lan-check fee shall be charged at a rate 
established by the Bu i ld ing Of f i c ia l . 
Sec. 2-1-13. Amendments of Chapter 24. Chapter 24 of the Uniform 
Bui ld ing Code (Masonry) is hereby amended as fo l lows: 
( a ) . Section 2404 (c ) 3. shall read as fo l lows: 
3. Assumed ult imate compressive s t r e n g t h . When the design s t reng th 
f 'm is not establ ished by" pr ism tests as I n paragraph 2 . , f 'm may be as-
sumed as: 
ASSUMED DESIGN ULTIMATE COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF MASONRY z t 'm 
( p s i ) 1 ' 3 
'ASSUMED DESIGN ULTIMATE 
m1 Compressive st rengths - f1 
Compressive S t r e n g t h Type M or S Mortar 
Ver i f i ca t ion Ver i f icat ion 
- pr ism tests prism test 
of Un i ts -ps i required not required 
1400 or more 5300 2650 
12000 4600 2300 
10000 4000 200C 
8000 3350 1675 
6000 2700 1350 
4000 2000 1000 
2000 1350 675 
1000 800 400 
Footnotes: 
press 
Po 
1. Compressive s t r eng th of solid un i ts is based on gross area. Com-
ive s t reng th of hollow un i ts is based on minimum net area. 
2. ASTM C270 - Mor tar for Uni t Masonry, Propor t ion Speci f icat ion, 
r t land cement and hyd ra ted lime mortar m i x t u r e , onlye 
3. Intermediate values may be in te rpo la ted . 
4. These assumed values of f 'm shall be ve r i f i ed by pr ism tests in 
accordance wi th Section 2404 ( c ) 2 p r i o r to and d u r i n g cons t ruc t i on . 
( b ) Section 2417 ( j ) 2. (S t resses) is amended so that the def in i t ion of 
, ! h f l as given in the formula is as fo l lows: 
h = e f fec t ive he ights or length in inches 'between sup-
po r t i ng or enclosing members ( ve r t i ca l or hor izontal 
s t i f f en ing e lements) . 
(c ) Section 2417 ( j ) 3. (Re in forcement) is amended by changing the 
f inal sentence of the f o u r t h paragraph to read as fo l lows: 
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The bars requ i red by this paragraph shall be in addi t ion to the min i -
mum re in forcement elsewhere r e q u i r e d , unless the bars are cont inuous from 
suppor t to s u p p o r t in the d i rect ion of the bend ing . 
( d ) Sect ion 2417 ( k ) 2. (Al lowable loads) is amended so that the d e f i -
n i t ion of " h " as g iven in the formula is as fo l lows: 
h = e f fec t ive he ight in inches 
(e) Tab re No. 24-H (Maximum Working S t resses . . .Masonry) is amended 
to read as fo l lows: 
TA3L£ NO. 24-H—MAXIMUM WORKING STRESSES IN POUNOS P£* 
SQUARE IHCH FOR REINFORCED SOLID AND HOLLOW UNIT MASONRY1 
J TTPZ C* STRESS 
J. Compression. 1x12k 
W*JU 
j 2. Comprciiaoa. ixiifc 
] Columns 
3. Compression, flcxor^l 
1 4. Shczr 
J *.• No shear 
1 reinfceccmcoc 
j Flcxunl 3 
j She 2* wail$3 
A f l W > l 4 
1 U/Vd - 0* 
j b. Rexnfcrcisj t j£ ia; 
*£ thejn ' 
Flciunl 
j Sbexs w*ru3 
Mt/Vd> l* 
M/vd « o* 
J 5. Modules of clxsricily3 
j 6 Modulus of rijidxty"* 1 
I 7. Bearing on full J J M 1 I 
j I. Bcx/ir*f cm one-third 1 
j x r o or les*4* j 
9. Bond—Plain ban [ 
j 10 Bond—Deformed bxx* [ 
'Sthrne* for hollow anil mason 
'Web reinforcexneaf shall be pr 
u n v t ;«^ >s whenever there t 
j s^ eciAi. »S*6CT>O* wtouipco 
Y— ~" 
S e c S c « i o a 2 4 I ? 
(See Secsioo 2417 
1 0 . 3 3 / V 
I.I V f ! 50 Ma. 
.9v7V>4tto. 
2.0 V ^ <0 V t n . 
3.0yrll50Mxi. 1 
1 . 5 X ^ 7 5 M « . 
2.0 vTv. 120 M*i. [ 
« 7 0 0 / \ . but nd 10 exceed f 
¥ .000.000 
^00/*. . but not 10 exceed 
J.200.000 
0 . 2 J T -
0.30 T ^ 
60 1 
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Sec. 2-1-14. Amendment of Section. 2907 (a) 
/The f i r s t paragraph of Section 2907 (a) is amended by inser t ing to 
the foHewing sentence between the words "Genera l " and "Foo t ings" : 
Al l foot ings shall be placed a minimum of 24 inches above the seasonal 
high level of the water tab le, except as j us t i f i ed by a soils repor t submit ted 
by a qual i f ied engineer and approved by the bu i l d ing o f f i c i a l . 
Sec. 2-1-15. Amendment of Section 3203 ( g ) Except ion 2. 
Section 3203 ( h ) [Slope of Roof] Except ion 2 is hereby amended by 
adding the fo l lowing w o r d i n g : 
"Aspha l t shingles shall not be instal led on a roof hav ing a slope of less 
than 4 inches to 12 inches unless approved and author ized by the bu i ld ing 
o f f ic ia l . When au tho r i zed , all slopes of less than 4 inches to 12 inches shail 
have underpayment and be inspected by a bu i l d i ng of f ic ia l before shingles 
are a p p l i e d . " 
Sec. 2 -1-16. Amendment of Table &32B. Footnote #3 to read as fo l lows: 
No except ions unless author ized by bu i l d i ng o f f i c i a l . 
Sec. 2-1-17. Amendment of Section 3203 ( h ) [Slope of Roof] Excep-
tions 2, 3, and 4. 
Section 3203 ( h ) Except ions 2, 3, and 4 are amended by adding the 
fol lowing word ing to each excep t ion : 
Under layment consists of two layers of t ype 15 fe l t or heavier appliec 
shingle fashion and sol id-mopped together w i th approved cementing materia! 
between the p l ies . 
Sec. 2-1-18. Amendment of Section 3203 ( h ) . Section 3203 ( h ) , excep-
tion 2, is amended by add ing the fo l lowing w o r d i n g ; 
"Subject to the approva l of the bu i ld ing of f ic ia l .1 1 
Sec. 2-1-19. Amendment of Section 3208. Section 3208 to be amended by 
adding the fo l lowing word ing to Section 1707 ( b ) : 
"A l l sh ingle f lash ing when of metal shall be step shingles inter laced 
between each course of base roofi,ng sh i ng l es . " 
Sec. 2-1-20. Amendment of Section 3306 ( j ) Section 3306 ( j ) is hereby 
amended by amending except ion #3 to read as fo l lows: 
3. Sta i rways hav ing less than four (4 ) r i sers or less than twen ty -
four inch (24" ) ve r t i ca l r ise and se rv ing one ind iv idua l dwel l ing un i t in 
Group R, Div is ion 1 or 3, or se rv ing Group M Occuoancies need"not have 
handra i ls . 
- O . u 
Sec. 2 - 1 - 2 1 . Amendment of Section 5406. Section 5406 is hereby amended 
by adding a new subsection 5406 ( d ) (8) which shall read as fo l lows: 
: , , Tn"R-1 and R-3 occupancies ( res ident ia l and mu l t i p l e ) , normal wa lk ing 
surfaces are def ined as those areas that are w i th in th ree feet of an e x i t . " 
Sec. 2-1-22. Sections of The U . B . C . Deleted. The fo l lowing sections of 
the Uniform Bu i ld ing Code are hereby deleted and shall have no force or 
effect on th is o rd inance: 
(1) Append i x , Chapter 12, "Requirements fo r Group R, Div is ion 3 
Occupancies, Sections 1201 and 1202 
(2) Append i x , Chapter 23, "Ear thquake Ins t rumen ta t i on " , Sect icn 
2312 
(3) Append i x , Chapter 32, "Re -Roo f i ng " , Section 3209 
(4) Append i x , Chapter 53, "Ene rgy Conservat ion in New Bu i l d ing 
Cons t ruc t i on " , Section 5301. 
Sec. 2-1-23. Enforcement of Other Codes and Regulat ions. The admin is-
t r a t i v e por t ion of the U . B . C , Part I , Chapters 1 , 2 , and 3 is he reby 
adopted, incorporated and made appl icable to the admin is t ra t ion and en -
forcement of the prov is ions of the National Electr ical Code and the Utah 
Plumbing Code as adopted he re i n . 
Sec. 2-1-24. Utah Plumbing Code, 1979 Ed i t ion , Adop ted . The Utah 
Plumbing Code, as adopted by the Utah State Board of Hea l th , 1979 Ed i t i on , 
Chapters 1 t h rough 10 and Appendices A t h r o u g h D, as amended to the 
date of th is o rd inance , is hereby adopted and incorporated here in by 
reference, w i th the fo l lowing add i t ions : 
Dra ins . 
(a) Common d ra in lines serv ing a k i tchen s ink and an automatic 
washer shall be 3 inches or la rger . 
( b ) Al l basements or cel lars shall have a f loor d ra in where 
plumbing f i x t u r e s are p rov ided in the basement or ce l lar . Where the 
bu i ld ing 's sewer is above the flow line of the f loor d r a i n , a pump or 
ejector pump shall be ins ta l led . 
( c ) Water heaters instal led over f loors . suscept ib le to water 
damage shall be pro tec ted by a safe pan capable of conta in ing and d ra in ing 
in an approved manner; the cont inuous flow of the water d i s t r i b u t i o n pipe 
serv ing such water heater . Each d ra in f rom such pan shall have a d ra in 
of not less than 11^ inch pipe which wi l l d ra in in an approved manner as an 
ind i rec t waste. 
Sec. 2-1-25. Fees fo r Plumbing Permit . The minimum fee charged fo r a 
plumbing permit shall be $20.00. If there are more than three p lumbing 
f i x tu res the charge shall be $20.00, plus $2.00 fo r each p lumbing f i x t u r e 
in excess of t h ree . 
-9-
Sec. 2-1-26. Uni form Mechanical Code, Adop ted , 
The Uni form Mechanical Code, 1980 Ed i t ion , p r i n t ed as a code book 
wi th all amendments thereto to the date of th is o rd inance , is hereby adop-
ted and incorpora ted herein by reference w i th the fo l lowing amendments: 
(1) Section 706 ( d ) the word " o u t p u t " on the last l ine of the second 
paragraph is changed to " input1 1 . 
(2) Section 707 (a) the word " o u t p u t " in the last l ine of the second 
paragraph is changed to " i n p u t " . 
Sec. 2-1-27. Fees for Mechanical Permits. Fees for Mechanical permits 
shall be as pub l ished in the 1982 Uni form Mechanical Code and the minimum 
fee charged fo r mechanical permits shall be $20.00. 
Sec. 2-1-28. National Electrical Code Adop ted . The National Electr ical 
Code, 1981 Edit ion ( N . F . P . A . No. 70 - 1931) as adopted by the National 
Fire Protect ion Assoc ia t ion, p r i n ted in a code book form wi th all 
amendments the re to to the date of t h i s ' o r d i n a n c e , is hereby adopted and 
incorporated here in by re ference. 
Sec. 2-1-29. Fees fo r Electr ical Permits. 
(1) Fees fo r Permits and Inspections are: 
(a ) For one and two family dwe l l i ngs : One cent per 
square foot based on the approved plan w i th a minimum of 
$20.00. 
( b ) For mul t ip le resident ia l occupancies: One to ten 
u n i t s , $7.00 fo r each meter; more than ten u n i t s , $4.00 for 
each meter . The number of apartments in one bu i ld ing wil l 
be determined by the number of meters under serv ice wi th a 
minimum charge of $10.00. 
( c ) For remodeling ex is t ing res ident ia l occupancies or 
house moved to new locat ion: 
One cent per square foot based on the approved plan 
w i th a minimum of $20.00. 
( d ) The charge for a service change to a s ingle family 
residence and duplex wi l l be $20.00. 
(e) Commercial: For o ther than resident ia l occupancies, new work 
alterations or r epa i r s , or serv ice entrance equipment , fees shafl be compu-
ted in accordance w i th the fo l lowing tab le : 
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0 to 100 amp capacity service $20.00 
For each addit ional 100 amp 
or f rac t ion thereof $ 2.50 
( f ) Sub-panels ( f o r each operat ing hand le ) . 
0 to 30 amp $ 0.50 each 
31 to 60 amp $ 1.50 each 
61 to 100 amp $ 2.00 each 
For each addit ional 100 amps or f rac t ion thereof . . $ 1 .00/per 100 amp 
( g ) Power t rans fo rmer and generator ins ta l la t ion , 
p r imary and secondary 
Less than 50 amps . No Charge 
51 to 600 amps $10.00 per 
t rans fo rmer 
Over 600 amps $25.00 
(h ) Temporary serv ices , a minimum of $20.00. 
( i ) Cn any one-cal l inspect ion encompassing remodel ing, 
a l te ra t ion , i ns ta l la t ion , or ex is t ing insta l lat ion on commercial 
p r o p e r t y , the minimum fee shall be $20.00. 
Sec. 2-1-30. Severab i l i t y , i f any sect ion, sentence, or p rov is ion of 
th is ord inance is held by a cour t of competent j u r i sd i c t i on to be inva l id for 
any reason, such decision shall not af fect the remaining sections hereof . 
Sec. 2 - 1 - 3 1 . Bu i l d ing Off ic ia l Prohib i ted From Engaging in Bus iness. 
I t shall be un lawfu l fo r the bu i ld ing of f ic ia l o r any of his assistants to 
engage in the b u i l d i n g , e lec t r ica l , p lumb ing , heat ing and a i r - cond i t i on ing 
businesses, e i ther d i r ec t l y or i nd i rec t l y w i th in t he i r j u r i s d i c t i o n , and they 
shall have no f inancia l in te res t in any concern engaged in such business in 
Salt Lake County at any time while ho ld ing such a pos i t ion . 
Sec. 2-1-32. Copies of Code Filed w i th County C le rk . Three copies of 
each volume of eve ry code contained in th is chapter have been f i led w i th 
the County C lerk and are available for examination by any person des i r i ng 
to use the same. 
SECTION I ! . In the opinion of the Board of County Commissioners, i t 
is necessary fo r the immediate preserva t ion of the peace, hea l th , safety and 
welfare of the County and the Inhabi tants thereof tha t th is ord inance shall 
take ef fect immediately upon publ icat ion in one issue of a newspaper p u b -
l ished in and hav ing general c i rcu la t ion in Salt Lake Coun ty . 
- 1 1 -
I," I APPROVED and ADOPTED this / / day of January, 1983. 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 
ATTEST: 
SALT LAKE COUNTY " 'CLERK 
DJ. MICHAEL STEWART, Chairman 
Commissioner Stewart voting " / v y 
Commissioner Barker voting /*,;. -'. . ' 
Commissioner Shimizu voting__ / / 
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Chapter 1 
TITLE AND SCOPE 
Title 
Sec. 101. These regulations shall he known as the "Uni form Code for the 
Abatement of Dangerous Buildings," may be cited as such, and will be referred 
to heiein as "this code." 
Purpose and Scope 
Sec. 102. (a) Purpose. It is the purpose of this code to provide a just, equita-
ble and practicable method, to be cumulative with and in addition to, any other 
remedy provided by the Building Code, Housing Code or otherwise available at 
law, whereby buildings or structures which from any cause endanger ihc j i f e , 
l imb, health, morals, properly, safety or welfare of the general publ icwnfieir 
Q C C I S M J I S may be required to be repaired, vacated or demolished.' 
(b) Scope. The provisions of this code shall apply to all dangerous buildings, 
as herein defined, which arc now in existence or which may hereafter become 
dangerous in this jurisdiction. 
Alterations, Additions and Repairs 
Sec. 103. Al l buildings or structures which arc required to be repaired under 
the provisions of this code shall be subject to the provisions of Section 104 (a) and 
(b) of the Building Code. 
201-203 ABATEMENT OF DANGEROUS BUILDINGS 
Chapter 2 
ENFORCEMENT 
General 
Sec. 201. (a) Administration. The building official is hereby authorized to 
enforce the provisions of this code. 
(b) Inspections. The health officer, the file marshal and the building official 
arc hereby authorized to make such inspections and take such actions as may be 
required to enforce the provisions of this code. 
(c) Right of Entry. Whenever necessary to make an ins|>cction to enforce any 
of the provisions of this code, or whenever the building official or his authorized 
representative has reasonable cause to believe that there exists in any building or 
upon any premises any condition or code violation which makes such building or 
premises unsafe, dangerous or hazardous, the building official or his authorized 
representative may enter such building or premises at all reasonable times to 
inspect the same or to perform any duty imposed upon the building official by this 
code, provided that if such building or premises be occupied, he shall first present 
proper credentials and request entry; and if such building or premises be unoc-
cupied, he shall first make a reasonable effort to locate the owner or oilier persons 
having charge or control of (he building or premises and request entry. If such 
entry is refused, the building official or his authorized representative shall have 
recourse to every remedy provided by law to sccuie entry. 
When the building official or his authorized representative shall have first 
obtained a proper inspection warrant or other remedy provided by law to secure 
entry, no owner or occupant or any other persons having chat ge, care or control of 
any building or premises shall fail or neglect, after proper request is made as 
herein provided, to promptly permit entry therein by the building official or his 
authorized representative for the purpose of inspection and examination puisuant 
to this code. 
"Authorized representative" shall include the officers named in Section 201 
(b) and their authorized inspection personnel. 
Abatement of Dangerous Buildings 
Sec. 202. All buildings or portions thereof which are determined after inspec-
tion by the building official to be dangerous as defined in this code are hereby 
declared to be public nuisances and shall be abated by repair, rehabilitation, 
demolition or removal in accordance with the procedure sjxreified in Section 401 
of this code. 
Violations 
Sec. 203. It shall be unlawful for any person, linn or corporation to creel, 
construct, enlarge, alter, repair, move, improve, remove, convctt oi demolish, 
equip, use; occupy or maintain any building or stiucluie or cause or permit the 
same to bejdone in violation of this code. 
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Inspection of Work 
Sec. 20*1. All buildings or stmctures within the scope of this code and all 
construction or work for which a permit is required shall be subject to inspection 
by the building official in accordance with and in the manner provided by this 
code and Sections 305 and 306 of the Building C<n\c. 
Board of Appeals 
Sec. 205. In order to provide for final interpretation of the provisions of this 
code ami to hear appeals provided for hereunder, there is hereby established a 
Board of Appeals consisting of five members who arc not employees of the city. 
The building official shall be an ex officio member of and shall act as secretary to 
said board. The board shall be appointed by the governing body and shall hold 
office at its pleasure. The board shall adopt reasonable niles and regulations for 
conducting its business and shall render all decisions and findings in writing to the 
appellant, with a copy to the building official. Appeals to the board shall be 
processed in accordance with the provisions contained in Section 501 of this code. 
Copies of all rules or regulations adopted by the board shall be delivcied to the 
building official, who shall make them freely accessible to the public. 
11 
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Chapter 3 
DEFINITIONS 
General 
Sec. 301. For the purpose of this code, certain terms, phrases, words and their 
derivatives shall be construed as specified in either this chapter or us specified in 
the Building Code or the Housing Code. Where terms are not defined, they shall 
have their ordinary accepted meanings within the context with which (hey arc 
used. Webster's Third New International Dictionary of the English Language. 
Unabridged, copyright 1961, shall be construed as providing ordinary accepted 
meanings. Words used in the singular include the plural and the plural the 
singular. Words used in the .masculine gender include the feminine and the 
feminine the masculine. 
BUILDING CODE is the Uniform Building Code promulgated by the Interna-
tional Conference of Building Officials, as adopted by this jurisdiction. 
DANGEROUS BUILDING is any building or structure deemed to be dan-
gerous under the provisions of Section 302 of this code. 
HOUSING CODE is the Uniform Housing Code promulgated by the Interna-
tional Conference of Building Officials, as adopted by this jurisdiction. 
Dangerous Building 
Sec. 302. For the purpose of this code, any building or structure which has any 
or all of the conditions or defects hereinafter described shall be deemed to be a 
dangerous building, provided that such conditions or defects exist to the extent 
that the l i fe, health, properly or safety of the public or its occupants arc 
endangered: 
1. Whenever any door, aisle, passageway, stairway or other means of exit is 
not of sufficient width or size or is not so arranged as to provide safe and adequate 
means of exit in case of fire or panic. 
2. Whenever the walking surface of any aisle, passageway, stairway or other 
means of exit is so warped, worn, loose, torn or otherwise unsafe as to not provide 
saJcand adequate means of exit in case of fire or panic. 
^ | § R . Whenever the stress in any materials, member or portion thereof, due to all 
dead and live loads, is more than one and one half limes the working stress or 
stresses allowed in the Building Code for new buildings of similar structure, 
purpose or location. 
4. Whenever any portion thereof has been damaged by fire, earthquake, 
wind, flood or by any other cause, to such an extent that the structural strength or 
stability thereof is materially less than it was before such catastrophe and is less 
than the minimum requirements of the Building Code for new buildings of similar 
structure, purpose or location. 
i%$' Whenever any portion or member or appurtenance theieof is likely to fail, 
or to become detached or dislodged, or to collapse and thereby injure persons or 
damage property. 
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6. Whenever any portion of a building, or any member, appurtenance or 
ornamentation on the exterior thereof is not of sufficient strength or stability, or is 
not so anchored, attached or fastened in place so as to be capable of resisting a 
wind pressure of one half of that specified in the Building Code for new buildings 
of similar structure, purpose or location without exceeding the working stresses 
|>crmitted in the Building Code for such buildings. 
7. Whenever any portion thereof has wracked, warped, buckled or sctricd to 
such an extent that walls or other structural portions have materially less resistance 
to winds or earthquakes lhan is required in the case of similar new construction. 
silpFWhenevcr the building or structure, or any portion thereof, because of (i) 
dilapidation, deterioration or decay; .pljTaiiIty construction; (i i i) the removal, 
movement or instability of any portion of the ground necessary for the purpose of 
supporting such building; (iv) (he deterioration, decay or inadequacy of its 
foundation; or (v) any other cause, is likely to partially or completely collapse. 
*9£ Whenever, for any reason, (lie building or structure, or any portion thereof, 
is manifestly unsafe for the purpose for which it is being used. 
10. Whenever the exterior walls or other vertical stnictural members list, lean 
or buckle to such an extent that a plumb line passing through the center of gravity 
does not fall inside the middle one third of the base 
11. Whenever the building or stniclurc, exclusive of the foundation, shows 33 
percent or more damage or deterioration of its supporting member or members, or 
50 percent damage or deterioration of its nonsupporting members, enclosing or 
outside walls or coverings. 
12. Whenever the building or stnicture has been so damaged by fire, wind, 
earthquake or flood, or has become so dilapidated or deteriorated as to become (i) 
an attractive nuisance to children; (ii) a harbor for vagrants, criminals or immoral 
persons; or as to (iii) enable persons to resort (hereto for the purpose of commit-
ting unlawful or immoral acts. 
Whenever any building or stnicture has been constructed, exists or is 
maintained in violation of any specific requirement or prohibition applicable to 
such building or structure provided by (he building regulations of this city, as 
specified in the Building Code or Housing Code, or of any law or ordinance of this 
state or city relating to the condition, location or structure of buildings. 
14. Whenever any building or structure which, whether or not erected in 
accordance with all applicable laws and ordinances, has in any nonsupporting 
part, member or portion less lhan 50 percent, or in any supporting part, member 
or portion less than 66 percent of the (i) strength, (ii) fire-resisting qualities or 
characteristics, or (iii) weather-resisting qualities or characteristics required by 
law m the case of a newly constructed building of like area, height and occupancy 
in the same location. 
15. Whenever a building or structure, used or intended to be used for dwelling 
purposes, because of inadequate maintenance, dilapidation, decay, damage, 
faulty construction or arrangement, inadequate light, ail or sanitation facilities, or 
otherwise, is determined by the health officer to be unsanitary, unfit for human 
habitation or in such a condition that is likely to cause sickness or disease. 
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16. Whenever any building or structure, because of obsolescence, dilapidated 
condition, deterioration, damage, inadequate exits, lack of sufficient fire-resis-
tive construction, faulty electric wiring, gas connections or heating apparatus, or 
other cause, is determined by the fire marshal to l>c a fire hazard. 
17. Whenever any building or .structure is in such a condition as to constitute a 
public nuisance known to the common law or in equity jurisprudence. 
IH. Whenever any portion of a building or structure remains on a site after the 
demolition or destruction of the building or structure or whenever any building or 
structure is abandoned for a period in excess of six months so as to constitute such 
building or portion thereof an attractive nuisance or hazard to the public. 
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Chapter 4 
NOTICES AND ORDERS OF BUILDING OFFICIAL 
General 
jSfb^4uXi (a) Commencement of Proceedings. Whenever the building offi-
cial has inspected or caused to be inspected any building and has found and 
determined that such building is a dangerous building, he shall commence 
proceedings to cause the repair, vacation or demolition of the building. 
(b) Notice and Order. The building official shall issue a notice and order 
directed to the record owner of the building. The notice and order shall contain: 
I . The street address and a legal description sufficient for identification of the 
premises upon which the building is located. 
Cz\ A statement that the building official has found the building to be dangerous 
witn a brief and concise description of the conditions found to render the building 
dangerous under the provisions of Section 302 of this code. 
3. A statement of the action required to be taken as determined by the building 
official. 
(i) If the building official has determined that the building or structure must be 
repaired, the order shall require that all required permits be secured 
therefor and the work physically commenced within such time (not to 
exceed 60 days from the date of the order) and completed within such time 
as the building official shall determine is reasonable under all of the 
circumstances, 
(ii) If the building official has determined that the building or structure must be 
vacated, the order shall require that the building or structure shall be 
vacated within a time certain from the date of the order as determined by 
the building official to be reasonable. 
(iii) If the building official has determined that the building or structure must be 
demolished, the order shall require th.it the building be vacated within such 
time as the building official shall determine is reasonable (not to exceed 60 
days from the date of the order); that all required permits be secured 
therefor within 60 days from the date of the order, and (hat the demolition 
be completed within such time as the building official shall determine is 
reasonable. 
4. Statements advising that if any required repair or demolition work (without 
vacation also being required) is not commenced within the time specified, the 
building official (i) will order the building vacated and posted to prevent further 
occupancy until the work is completed, and (ii) may proceed to cause the work to 
he done and charge the costs thereof against the property or its owner. 
5. Statements advising (i) that any person having any record title or legal 
interest in the building may appeal from the notice and order or any action of the 
building official to the Board of Appeals, provided the appeal is made in writing 
as provided in this code and filed with the building official within 30days from the 
date of service of such notice and order; and (ii) that failure to appeal will 
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DAVID E. YOCOM 
Acting Salt Lake County Attorney 
By: Paul G. Maughan (No. 2124) 
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FILED IN CLERKS OFFtCE 
Salt Lake County Utah 
DEC 1 9 1986 
H. Dixon H.nS*y.G*rk 3rd D.sL Court 
By ——• 5^jt7ocffc ~ 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
ROBERT J. DEBRY, 
Petitioner. 
-vs-
SALT LAKE COUNTY PUBLIC 
WORKS DEPARTMENT and its 
Chief Building Official, 
WALLACE R. NOBLE, 
Respondents. 
ORDER DENYING PETITIONER'S 
APPLICATION FOR A WRIT 
OF MANDAMUS 
Civil No. C86-7874 
Judge Timothy R. Hanson 
The petitioner's ex parte application for an extraordinary 
writ against the Salt Lake County Public Works Department and 
its Chief Building Official, Wallace Ray Noble, was heard 
before the court on the 7th day of November, 1986, at the hour 
of 2:00 p.m. The court having heard the arguments of counsel 
and considered the memorandum submitted by the petitioner and 
the Court having found that a building permit, other than a 
permit for footings and foundation, has never been issued by 
the County; the County having given notice to the petitioner of 
the conditions upon which the County will perform a final 
inspection as provided for in Section 305(e) of the Uniform 
Building Code; there is no further duty upon the respondents to 
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perforin additional inspections at this time; the petitioner has 
failed to show or prove bias on the part of the building 
official; however, the Court notes that the County has. for 
purposes of Case No'. C86-553, removed its building official, 
Wallace Ray Noble, as long as he remains a defendant in said 
case, and has appointed an alternate building official; that 
respondents have no duty to hire an alternate building official 
to perform the acts requested by the petitioner; the Salt Lake 
County Public Works Department is not a legal entity which can 
either sue or be sued; petitioner has failed to comply with the 
ordinances of Salt Lake County regarding the issuance of 
building permits and has failed to comply with the conditions 
for which a final inspection will be made and a certificate of 
occupancy issued by Salt Lake County; 
Now, therefore, the Court hereby ORDERS, ADJUDGES AND 
DECREES that petitioner's request for an extraordinary writ of 
mandamus be denied. 
DATED this day of December#/1986 
BY ^ HE COUR 
•IMOTHY R. HANSON 
'District Court Judas-
's/y 
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80I 262-8915 
September 23, 198 6 
Mr. Ray Noble 
Sale Lake County Public 
Works Department 
Development Services Division 
2023 South Szate 
Salt Lake Ci-y, Utah 8 4115 
Dear Xr. Noble: 
Re: 4252 South 700 East 
We have recently received a very disturbing report with 
respect to the structural integrity of this building. This 
report raises the spectre of serious injury or death. 
Because of the gravity of this report and because there has 
apparently never been a final inspection or final certificate 
of occupancy, we wish to have your inspectors verify whether 
cr not this building is habitable. Because of the apparent danger, 
we ask -hat this matter be given immediate attention. 
I have received verbal oermission f^pm Paul Mauchn ro mail 
this report directly to you, 
:^r 
) 
Sin^er-eiv, 
Robert J. Dc9r\ 
RJD: sg 
Paul Kauchn 
231 Zasz'lz: 
Salt Lake Citv, Utah 
Bast A h South 
J/252 <JLti 700 £a*£ 
801 2 6 2 - 8 9 1 5 
November 1 1 , 19 8 6 
Carl Eriksson, Section Manager 
Salt Lake County 
.Development Services Division 
2033 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84115 
Dear Sir: 
RE: 4252 South 700 East 
I have just received a contact from Mr. Sherm Wickel 
of Building Systems, Inc. Mr. Wickel has asked to schedule a 
time to come in and install seismic wiring in the ceiling grid. 
I have no particular objection if they want to dc the 
work. However, it is my understanding of the Notice and Order 
dated November 3, 19 8 6 that no one can do further work on the 
building until a building permit is taken out. Thus, we are 
not sure whether or not we are at liberty to let Building 
Systems, Inc. do further work on the building at the present 
time. Please advise us of your position so we can respond to 
Building Systems, Inc. 
There is also a further problem. The inspection of 
Mr. Noble on March 17, 19 86 was apparently very superficial. 
We have subsequently requested the County to come in and do a 
further inspection, and that request has apparently been 
refused. The problem is that all of these repairs are interre-
lated. It does no good to permit Building Systems, Inc. to dc 
the seismic wiring if we must later tear all of that out in 
order to replace defective trusses. Therefore, at this time, 
we respectfully renew our request to have a new and thorough 
inspection done so we can know whether the building can be 
repaired, and in what order the repairs must be done. 
Sincerely, -—^  
ROBERT J. DEBRY 
RJD/nm 
cc: all counsel of record 
& Bldg. Systems, Inc. 
SALT LAKE COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
d: 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
2033 South State 
Salt Lake City, Utah 841^5 
Phone: 468-2000 COMMISSIONER 
M TOM SHIMIZU 
November 17, 1986 
Mr. Robert J. DeBry 
4252 South 700 East 
Salt Lake City, UT 84107 
Dear Sir: 
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS 
DONALD G. SPENCER 
Professional Engineer 
County Engineer 
DIRECTOR 
KEN JONES 
RE: Your letter of November 11, 1986 
No work should be done on your building at 4252 South 700 East until 
such time as a valid building permit has been issued for that work. 
Doing so would be a violation of Section 301(a) of the Uniform 
Building Code. 
With regard to your renewed request for a second inspection, we note 
the following: 
1. A structure of this size and complexity must, by state law, 
be designed under the direction of a licensed architect and 
licensed engineers. 
2. The plans which are required to be submitted and approved 
before a permit is issued must, in this case, be as-built 
drawings showing how the building is actually built and clearly 
indicating any corrections or changes which must be made to the 
structure to bring it into compliance. 
3. We will review the plans, and if they meet the requirements 
of Salt Lake County, we will issue a permit upon payment of the 
required fees and obtaining necessary approval signatures. All 
corrections which are made to the building must be done in 
accordance with those approved plans, and if all such corrections 
are made we will issue the required Certificate of Occupancy. 
4. We cannot perform an inspection of the building for the 
purpose of informing you or your architect or contractor what 
corrections are required to be made, because in doing so we would 
become the designer of the building. Since we are not licensed 
architects we are not permitted by State law to provide such 
services, nor would it be in the best interest of Salt Lake 
County for us to do so. We are authorized only to review plans 
and permitted construction for compliance with applicable 
building codes. The suggested corrections must issue from the 
architect for review by the County, not from the County for 
review by the County. 
Robert J. DeBry 
November 17, 1986 
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5. The reports from Neils Valentiner, et. al., appear to be very 
thorough and professionally done. If the information provided in 
those reports is used to prepare as-built drawings with required 
corrections, we would be inclined to issue a permit upon 
submittal and review. 
I hope this provides adequate information for you to take appropriate 
corrective measures. 
Sincerely, 
cc: All counsel of record 
4252 ,j!LtAs 700 £L*C 
8 0 1 2 8 2 - 8 9 1 5 
November 24, 1986 
Carl Eriksson 
Salt Lake County Public Works Deparment 
203 3 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84115 
Dear Carl: 
RE: Building at 4252 South 700 East 
We have received your letter of November 17, 1986 
regarding the question of reinspection. 
We believe that your letter misses the point. 
First, you state that if you made a further inspec-
tion, " . . . we [the County] would become the designer of the 
building." Nothing would be further from the truth. No one is 
asking Salt Lake County to ^ design any building. No one is 
asking Salt Lake County to advise us how to correct 
deficiencies. Our only request is that Salt Lake County 
identify code violations in an existing building. After we 
identify all of the deficiencies, our architects can prepare 
appropriate plans to correct those deficiencies; and those 
plans will be submitted for approval pursuant to §3 02 (b) , 
Uniform Building Code. 
Second, you state that, "we are authorized only to 
review plans and permitted construction for compliance with 
applicable building codes." We respectfully believe that 
viewpoint is incorrect. To begin with, §305 (a) of the Uniform 
Building Code state: 
All construction or work for which a permit is 
required shall be subject to inspection . . . 
Since a permit is required, the inspection can take place. We 
find no support in the Uniform Building Code for your claim 
that you cannot do an inspection until after the permit has 
been issued 
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Finally, we note that Salt Lake County has already, 
voluntarily, embarked upon a series of inspections for this 
building. Having done so, we believe the Salt Lake County 
should complete the cycle of inspections and not stop in 
mid-stream. 
We greatly fear that your reluctance in this matter 
is as a result of a collateral lav/suit against Salt Lake 
County. we greatly fear that your continued refusals to act 
come at the direction of legal counsel who is defending Salt 
Lake County in that lawsuit. However, we respectfully suggest 
that your charge is to protect the health and safety of 
citizens — and not to worry about lawsuits. 
We specifically request and direct that a copy of 
this letter be presented to the appeals board which should 
presently be reviewing this specific matter. 
Sincerely, 
POBERT J . DEBRW' 
y 
?vJD/nm 
*1 %•» 
SALT LAKE COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION 
2033 South State 
Salt Lake City, Utah 8411 £ 
Phone: 468-2000 COMMISSIONER 
M« TOM SHIMIZU 
December 2, 1986 DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS DONALD G. SPENCER 
Professional Engineer 
County Engineer 
Mr. Robert J. DeBry DIRECTOR 
4252 South 700 East KEN JONES 
Salt Lake City, UT 84107 
Dear Sir: 
RE: Inspection of building at 4252 South 700 East 
I have received your letter of November 24, 1986 regarding the 
subject building. 
Your reference to Section 305(a) is correct in that all construction 
requiring a permit is subject to inspection. Such inspections, 
however, are at the request of the Building Official, not the owner. 
Section 305(f) allows the Building Official to make other inspections 
as necessary to ascertain code compliance, I feel that further 
inspections are not necessary, as our inspection in March, combined 
with the reports from your architect and engineers provide adequate 
information to produce the documents necessary to obtain the required 
permits. I cannot justify the use of County funds to perform 
inspections which I believe are unnecessary and redundant. 
My only concern in this matter is for the health and safety of the 
users of the building, and has nothing to do with any pending 
litigation. For the purposes of trying to protect the health and 
safety of the general public and the occupants of the building, I 
have ordered the building to be vacated. You have chosen to ignore 
this order by remaining in a building which according to your studies 
is dangerous both to you and to all others who occupy the building. 
I am forwarding a copy of your letter to the Board of Appeals as you 
have requested. This letter will serve as your official notice that 
the Board of Appeals will hear your case on Friday, December 12, 
1986, at 9:00 A.M. in the Planning Commission Chambers, 2033 South 
State Street, Room 209. You may be present to present your case if 
you so desire. 
Sincerely, 
CARL R. ERIKSSON, Maitgger 
Inspection Services Section 
CRE/jb 
cc: File 
Exhibit G 
#25£ J*Lt/ts 700 €aU 
80I 262-8915 
APPEAL TO THE 
BOARD OF APPEALS 
Robert and Joan DeBry hereby appeal a Notice and 
Order to Vacate issued by alternate building inspector, Carl 
Ericksonr on the grounds that the Notice and Order are not 
based on reasonable interpretations of the Uniform Building 
I 
Code. The facts surrounding this appeal are set forth more 
fully in the accompanying memorandum. The notice and order 
appealed from is attached. The DeBrys seek relief on two 
grounds: 
1. For a thorough inspection of their building for 
compliance with Salt Lake County laws. 
2. For an extension of time in which to vacate the 
building. 
This appeal is authorized by Section 204 of the 
Uniform Building Code. 
The grounds for this appeal are explained in more 
detail in the accompanying memorandum. 
DATED this /jj day of ~7 ) a ^,>Ll;^i 1986. 
• / / J^- -
ROBERT J- DEBRY 
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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL 
BACKGROUND 
Robert and Joan DeBry bought an office building 
located at 4252 South 700 East in Salt Lake County on 
December 13, 1985. The building was constructed by a 
contractor named Cascade Enterprises, Before DeBry bought 
the building, Salt Lake County had issued a temporary 
certificate of occupancy on the builder's assurance that the 
building would be properly completed. DeBry bought the 
building in reliance on the temporary certificate. Shortly 
after buying the building, DeBry moved his lav; offices into 
the building. DeBry has about 25 employees there. 
In March, 1986, Mr. Noble of Salt Lake County did 
a preliminary inspection of the building. He found that the 
builder had failed to properly finish the building in a 
number of areas. His report is attached as Exhibit A. The 
March inspection was superficial and did not presume to be s 
complete final inspection. DeBry later found out that 
Cascade did not have a contractor's license, approved 
plains, or a building permit when it built the building. 
DeBry subsequently hired several experts to 
examine the building. They have discovered a number of 
extremely serious structural defects in the building. Their 
reports are attached as Exhibits B, C. D and E. These 
defects make the building dangerous for occupancy. 
DeBry then asked Mr. Noble to reinspect the 
building primarily to verify the severity of the defects, 
and to determine what needed to be done in order to fix the 
building. Mr. Noble did not respond, so DeBry asked Judge 
Hanson for an order compelling Salt Lake County to do an 
inspection. Judge Hanson basically told DeBry that it was 
up to Salt Lake County whether they wanted to do another 
inspection, without a building permit or approved plans. 
Finally, because the building is unsafe, Salt Lake 
County has served a notice and order to vacate the building 
by November 16, 1986. It has also decided that it will do 
no further inspections until a building permit and approved 
plans are obtained. 
THIS BOARD SHOULD REQUIRE THE 
BUILDING INSPECTOR TO DO A THOROUGH 
THOROUGH INSPECTION SO THAT DEBRY 
CAN DECIDE WHETHER TO REPAIR THE BUILDING 
DeBry is in a dilemma. On one hand, he wants to 
repair the building (if feasible) to comply with Salt Lake 
County's laws. On the other hand, D^Bry doesn't know what 
the County wants done, because the county refuses to do 
another inspection. The estimated cost of repairing the 
defects is between $400,000 and $500,000. DeBry simply 
can't risk that kind of money unless he knows where the 
County stands regarding the building. Only if DeBry knows 
specifically what the County wants done can he decide 
whether to invest the money to repair the building. 
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Another problem involves the sequence of repairs. 
For example, one subcontractor has offered to come in and 
install the seismic wiring on the ceiling grid. See Exhibit 
F... However, the trusses may need to be replaced. This 
would require tearing out all of the seismic wiring. If 
DeBry goes ahead with the repairs on Noble1 s list, the 
County may come back at a later inspection and require more 
repairs which will undo prior repairs. All the repairs have 
to be identified before they can be done in the proper 
order. Unless the County does a thorough inspection, DeBry 
is faced with the risk of fixing the defects on Noble's 
list, only to have to tear them up to do further work. 
THIS BOARD SHOULD GIVE DEBRY A 
REASONABLE TIME TO MOVE HIS OFFICES 
This notice to vacate gave DeBry 10 cays or until 
November 16, 198 6. However, before he can move, DeBry must 
find another office building with room for 25 employees. He 
must arrange for transfer of phones, and other utilities. 
He has to hire a mover to move the furniture and files from 
the building. DeBry must realistically have 60 days to move 
an ongoing business of this size. Unless this Board gives 
him more time, DeBry will have to simply shut down until all 
moving arrangements are finished. This will be disastrous 
to his business. 
The order to vacate in 10 days is particularly 
outrageous because the County has put DeBry in this dilemma 
by the dilatory and negligent conduct of the inspectors. 
3 
SUMMARY 
DeBry is in a Catch-22. He can't get a certifi-
cate of occupancy because he hasnft fixed the building. He 
can't fix the building until the County inspects the build-
ing to determine what must be done. But the County won't do 
a final inspection until DeBry fixes the building. DeBry 
simply wants to be able to decide whether to go ahead with 
the repairs. Until the County does a thorough inspection, 
he can't make that decision. 
In any event, DeBry needs a reasonable time to 
move his offices. The county allowed him to stay in the 
building for 10 months without taking any action. Strict 
enforcement of the 10-day deadline will be disaster to 
DeBry1s business, while allowing more time will not harm the 
County. For all these reasons, DeBry's appeal should be 
granted. 
DATED this //J day of / J/riit'r* h fh 1986. 
ROBERT J. DEBRY & ASSOCIATES 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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S A L T L A K E C 0 u N T Y 
D E V E L O P M E N T S E R V I C E S D I V I S I O N 
N O T I C E AT 
:o: Mr. Robe" DeBry 
4252 South 700 East 
Salt Lake City, UT 84107 
Re: 
Notice: 
Office Building at 4252 South 700 East 
The referenced building is being occupied in violation : 
Section 307 (a) of the Uniform Building Code, in thai, t: 
is no valid "Certificate of Occupancy", the "Temporary 
Certificate of Occupancy" issued December 6, 19S5, has 
expired, and the corrections required by this department 
March 19, 1986, subsequent to a requested inspection 
performed by this department: ha^ ie—not boon-n^dg. 
u:e hereby ordered to(vacate the building within 1C 
dzvs^y Furthermore, the building shall r^ Uuai.a ~:^ ~— 
until such time as a valid "Certificate of Occupanc 
issued. 
A "Certificate of Occupancy" will be issued only after 
submittal and approval of as-built, cravings, certification 
from a licensed engineer as to the adequacy of the 
structure, payment of all fees prescribed 'oy law, and a 
final inspection showing compliance with code requirements. 
The final inspection will not be performed until the 
aforementioned administrative requirements have been met. 
This order is issued under authority of Section 202 Ce) of 
the Uniform Building Code. 
Sincerely, 
CAPwL ERIKSSON, Section Manager 
Inspection Services 
CE/jb 
cc: Paul Maughn, Deputy County Attorney 
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Exhibit H 
BEFORE THE SALT LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS 
Appeal of Mr. Robert J. 
DeBry Regarding Notice 
and Order to Vacate 
Ndtice of Decision 
On December 12, 1986, a hearing was held before the Salt Lake County 
Board of Appeals at 9:00 a.m. to consider the appeal by Mr. Robert DeBry 
of a notice and order issued by Salt Lake County ordering Mr. DeBry to 
vacate the building located at 4252 South 700 East in Salt Lake County.. 
Two items were presented to the Board of Appeals: (a) a request for 
Salt Lake County to perform an inspection of the building and to inform 
Mr. DeBry of building code violations, and (b) a request for an extension 
of time in which to vacate the building beyond the ten days allowed by 
the Building Official. 
The Board heard presentations by Mr. DeBry and others on behalf of 
the matters before the Board, heard the presentation on behalf of Salt 
Lake County by Mr. Maughan, and heard statements by Mr. Bartel, the 
builder of the building. 
Having reviewed the written materials presented by Mr. DeBry, 
considered the statements made at the hearing, and consulted with and 
been advised by Salt Lake City Attorney's Office regarding the issues 
presented, the Board of Appeals orders as follows: 
-1-
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1. Mr. DeBry is to comply with the provisions of Mr. Eriksson's 
letter of November 17, 1986, before any inspections need be made by the 
County. Specifically, before any further inspections are made, as-built 
drawings in sufficient detail for which a building permit could be 
issued, certified by licensed engineers and a licensed architect are 
submitted to Salt Lake County. All required fees are to be paid and a 
building permit issued by the County. 
2. Mr. DeBry's request for an extension of time beyond the ten days 
set forth in the notice and order dated November 3, 1986, is denied. The 
ten day period shall commence to run as of December 12, 1986. 
DATED uu« <y w C . day of •> X /JO .. 19 ^C • 
SALT LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS 
By //- CIA (^\y ctAjL^uueJ 
Don Wakefield 
Chairman 
Enclosure 
1) November 17th Letter 
2) Notice and Order 
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ROBERT J. DEBRY & ASSOCIATES 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
4252 South 700 East 
Salt Lake Citv, Utah 84107 
Telephone: (801) 262-8915 
IN THE THIPD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
ROBERT J. DEBRY and 
JOAN DEBRY, 
Plaintiffs, ] 
vs. 
CASCADE ENTERPRISES a general ' 
partnership; DEL K. BARTEL; 
DALE THURGOOD; ROBERT G. HILL; 
UTAH TITLE AND ABSTRACT CO.; 
CASCADE CONSTRUCTION, a 
general partnership; LEE 
ALLEN BARTEL; SALMON AND 
ALDER, INC.; WILLIAM TRIGGER 
d.b.a. TRIGGER ROOFING; ] 
ZEPHYR ELECTRIC, INC.; 
SAWYER GLASS CO., INC.; 
TRIAD SERVICES CO., INC.; 
VALLEY MORTGAGE CORP., INC.; 
RICHARDS-WOODBURY MORTGAGE 
CORP.; WALLACE R. NOBLE, 
individually and in his 
official capacity, SALT LAKE ] 
COUNTY WORKS DEPT.; SALT ] 
LAKE COUNTY: and, SCOTT ] 
MCDONALD REALTY, INC., 
Defendants. 
SECOND 
1 AMENDED COMPLAINT 
i Civil No. C86-553 
i JUDGE RICHARD MOFFAT 
FH r nno 
Plaintiffs complain and allege as follows: 
PARTIES AND RELATED ENTITIES 
1. Plaintiffs Robert J. DeEry and Joan DeEry were 
buyers or prospective buyers of the building located at 4 25 2 
South 700 East, Salt Lake City, Utah (hereafter "the 
building11) . 
2. Cascade Enterprises is a general partnership. 
The partners in Cascade Enterprises are Dale Thurgood and Del 
W. Bartel. Plaintiffs allege on information and belief that 
Cascade Enterprises has a third general partner named Robert 
G. Kill. 
3. Cascade Construction is a partnership. Lee 
Allan Bartel is a partner of Cascade Construction. Plaintiffs 
are not informed of the identity of the other partners. 
Plaintiffs will supply that information by amendment after it 
is developed by discovery; however, Cascade Construction is a 
different entity from Cascade Enterprises. 
4. Valley Mortgage Company loaned money to Cascade 
Enterprises. The loan is generally known in the industry as a 
"construction loan." This loan was made prior to plaintiffs1 
purchase. 
5. Utah Title is generally engaged in the business 
of selling title insurance and holding escrows for real estate 
transactions. Utah Title sold the title insurance and did the 
closing for the transaction between plaintiffs and Cascade 
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Enterprises, Utah Title also provided title insurance for the 
transaction between Valley Mortgage Company and Cascade 
Enterprises. 
6. Richards-Woodbury Mortgage Corp. is a mortgage 
lender. Richards-Woodbury loaned money to plaintiffs for long 
term financing. The Valley Mortgage loan (paragraph 4, above) 
was paid off with a portion of the proceeds from the Rich-
ards-Woodbury loan. 
7. Zephyr Electric is a corporation. Zephyr 
Electric was the electrical subcontractor for the building. 
8. Trigger Roofing is a fictitious name for 
William Trigger. Trigger Roofing and William Trigger were the 
roofing subcontractors for the building. 
9. Sawyer Glass Co., Inc. was the glass subcon-
tractor for the building. 
10. Triad Service Co., Inc. was the subcontractor 
for the cement parking lot. 
11. Salmon & Alder, Inc. was the subcontractor for 
the heating and air conditioning system for the building. 
12. Scott McDonald Realty, Inc. was the real estate 
agent/broker through whom plaintiffs purchased the building. 
THE TRANSACTION 
13. On or about May 30, 1985, plaintiffs executed a 
document titled "Earnest Money Receipt." A true copy is 
attached as Exhibit A hereto. 
14. On or about June 4, 1985, defendants Bartel and 
Thurgood signed a document titled "Addendun/Counteroffer to 
Earnest Money Agreement," That same document was signed by 
plaintiff Robert J. DeBry on June 10, 1935. A true copy is 
attached as Exhibit B hereto. 
15. On or about June 10, 198 5, defendants Bartel 
and Thurgood, and plaintiff Robert J. DeBry signed a separate 
document titled "Addendum/Counteroffer to Earnest Money 
Agreement." A true copy is attached as Exhibit C hereto. 
16. On or about August 9, 1985, defendant Bartel 
and Thurgood, and plaintiff Robert J. DeBry, signed a document 
titled "Supplement to Earnest Money Agreement of May 3 0 and 
June 10, 1985." A true copy of that document is attached as 
Exhibit D hereto. 
17. On or about November 1, 1985, defendant Dale 
Thurgood and plaintiff Robert J. DeBry signed a document 
titled "Addendum to Earnest Money Agreement." A true copy is 
attached as Exhibit E hereto. 
18. On the 10th and 13th of December, 1985, plain-
tiff Robert J. DeBry and defendants Bartel and Thurgood signed 
a document titled "Escrow and Non-Merger Agreement." A true 
copy is attached as Exhibit F hereto. 
19. On December 13, 1985, plaintiffs Robert J. 
DeBry and Joan DeBry, and defendants Thurgood and Bartel 
signed the "Closing Statement." A true copy is attached as 
Exhibit G hereto. 
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20. On December 13, 1985, defendant Thurgood signed 
an untitled document, A true copy is attached as Exhibit H 
hereto. 
21. On December 16, 19 85, Richards-Woodbury de-
livered a check in the amount of $485,973.35 plus escrow 
instructions to defendant Utah Title. A true copy of the 
escrow instructions are attached as Exhibit I hereto. 
PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 
22. A specific condition of the written Earnest 
Money Agreement (paragraphs 13, 14 and 15, above) was that 
defendant Cascade would provide "complete construction 
drawings and detailed specifications." Prior to closing, 
defendant Cascade produced three documents v/hich purported to 
contain some portion of such "specifications." 
(a) Blueprints (not approved by Salt Lake County). 
(b) Landscape drawings. A true copy of which is 
attached as Exhibit J hereto. 
(c) A sheet titled, "Designers Plaza Office Build-
ing" which is attached as Exhibit K hereto. 
23. With respect to each of the documents described 
in paragraph 22 above, defendant Cascade verbally represented 
that the said documents were preliminary and partial "specifi-
cations," and that more complete "specifications'1 would be 
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provided at a later time. However, defendant Cascade repre-
sented that the building would at a minimum contain the 
specifications listed in paragraph 22(a), (b), and (c), above. 
24. Defendants have never at any time provided the 
"complete construction drawings and detailed specifications." 
VIOLATIONS OF STATUTES AND ORDINANCES 
25. Defendants Cascade Enterprises, Thurgood, and 
Bartel violated §53A-la-4, Utah Code Annotated in that they 
acted as contractors without a license. 
26. Defendants Cascade Enterprises, Bartel, and 
Thurgood violated Sec. 2-1-1, Salt Lake County Ordinances, of 
January 14, 1983 (Uniform Building Code §303 (a)) in that they 
did not obtain any "approved" plans and specifications from 
Salt Lake County officials. 
27. Defendants Cascade Enterprises, Bartel and 
Thurgood violated Sec. 2-1-1 Salt Lake County Ordinances of 
January 14, 1983 (Uniform Building Code §301 (a)) in that they 
constructed the building without a valid building permit. 
28. Defendants Cascade Enterprises, Eartel and 
Thurgood violated Sec. 2-1-1 Salt Lake County Ordinances of 
January 14, 1983 (Uniform Building Code §303 fa)) in that they 
did not do the work in accordance with plans approved by Salt 
Lake County. 
29. Defendants Cascade Enterprises, Bartel and 
Thurgood violated Sec. 2-1-1 Salt Lake County Ordinances of 
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January 14, 1983 (Uniform Building Code §305) in that they did 
not request or obtain all of the inspections required by Salt 
Lake County. 
30. Defendants Cascade Enterprises, Bartel and 
Thurgood violated Sec. 2-1-1 Salt Lake County Ordinances of 
January 14, 1983 (Uniform Building Code §202(d)) in that they 
constructed the building during the pendency of a "stop 
order." 
31. Defendants Cascade Enterprises, Eartel and 
Thurgood violated Sec. 2-1-8 of the Salt Lake County Ordinanc-
es of January 14, 1983, in that they proceeded with the work 
without obtaining separate plumbing and mechanical permits. 
32. Defendants Cascade Enterprises, Bartel and 
Thurgood have violated §58-la-13, Utah Cede Ann., by maintain-
ing an action for damages notwithstanding the fact that none 
of them are licensed contractors. 
DEFECTS 
33. After the closing, plaintiffs found numerous 
defects in the building. These defects could not have been 
reasonably discovered prior to closing. These defects 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 
(a) All items listed in the certified letter from 
the Chief Building Official dated March 19, 
1986. A true copy of this letter is attached 
as Exhibit L hereto. 
(b) All other defects as described in paragraph 43, 
below. 
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PLAINTIFFS1 FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST DEFENDANTS WALLACE, 
RAY NOBLE, SALT LAKE COUNTY 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPT., AND SALT LAKE COUNTY 
34, Wallace Ray Noble was at all times relevant to 
this complaint the Chief Building Official to the Development 
Services Division of the Salt Lake County Public Works 
Department. 
35• Defendant Salt Lake County had a duty to 
enforce certain statutes and regulations as alleged in §24-31 
above in that such statutes and regulations were promulgated 
for the protection of plaintiffs and other members of the 
general public. 
36. Defendant Salt Lake County failed to enforce 
the said statutes and regulations. 
37. By reason of the failure of defendant Salt Lake 
County to enforce the said statutes and regulations, the 
building was constructed with the various defects alleged in 
paragraphs 33, above and 51, below. 
38. Defendants Salt Lake County and Wallace Ray 
Noble had actual or constructive knowledge of the various 
violations of statutes and ordinances alleged in paragraphs 
25-32 above. Furthermore, defendants Salt Lake County and 
Wallace Ray Noble had actual or constructive knowledge that 
plaintiffs believed that all statutes and ordinances had been 
satisfied, and that plaintiffs relied thereon in purchasing 
the building. 
8 
39. Defendant Salt Lake County conducted certain 
inspections of the building, and in the course of such 
inspections, Salt Lake County discovered some or all of the 
violations alleged in paragraphs 25-32, above, and some or all 
of the defects alleged in paragraphs 33, above and 51, helow. 
Notwithstanding this actual knowledge, defendants failed to 
require the contractors and builders to correct the defects 
and violations. Furthermore, defendant Salt Lake County 
failed to warn plaintiffs and other members of the general 
public of the defects and violations. 
40. Defendant Salt Lake County, through its agent 
Wallace Ray Noble, issued a "temporary certificate of 
occupancy" without making any inspection. Either before or 
after issuing the temporary certificate of occupancy, Salt 
Lake County had actual knowledge that no building permit had 
ever been issued. Furthermore, Salt Lake County and Wallace 
Ray Noble had actual knowledge that plaintiffs were preparing 
to finalize their purchase in reliance upon the fact that a 
building permit had been issued, and in reliance on the fact 
that the temporary certificate of occupancy was bona fide. 
Notwithstanding this actual knowledge, Salt Lake County and 
Wallace Ray Noble failed to revoke the temporary certificate 
of occupancy, and failed to advise plaintiffs of the defect. 
41. By reason of Salt Lake County1s and Wallace Ray 
Noble1s conduct, alleged above, plaintiffs closed the sale on 
a building which is neither habitable nor marketable. If the 
contract between plaintiff and Cascade Enterprises is not 
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rescinded, plaintiffs will be damaged by the cost of repairing 
the defects and the costs of maintaining litigation against 
third parties. These costs have not yet been ascertained. 
PLAINTIFFS1 FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST DEFENDANT SCOTT McDONALD 
42. Defendant Scott McDonald Realty, Inc., is a 
real estate agent and broker. 
43. Defendant Scott McDonald Realty, Inc., 
approached plaintiffs with the proposition to purchase the 
building. 
44. Plaintiffs paid defendant Scott McDonald 
Realty, Inc., in excess of $20,000 in commissions. 
45. Defendant Scott McDonald Realty, Inc., had a 
duty to determine the accuracy of the information in the 
listing agreement and otherwise, to be honest, ethical and 
competent in all of his dealings with plaintiffs. 
46. Defendant Scott McDonald Realty, Inc., knew or 
should have known that neither Cascade Enterprises nor Cascade 
Construction had any contractor's license nor any building 
permit for the building. Defendant Scott McDonald Realty, 
Inc. failed to advise plaintiffs of these facts. 
47. If plaintiffs had known the true facts (that 
there was no contractor's license nor any building permit for 
the building), plaintiffs would not have purchased the 
building. 
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48. By reason of the breaches alleged above, 
plaintiffs have been damaged in that they have purchased a 
building which is neither habitable nor marketable. If the 
contract between plaintiffs and Cascade Enterprises is not 
rescinded, plaintiffs will be damaged by the cost of repairing 
the defects and the costs of maintaining litigation against 
third parties. Those costs have not yet been ascertained. 
PLAINTIFFS1 FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST CASCADE ENTERPRISES, BARTEL AND THURGOOD 
NO MEETING OF THE MINDS 
49. By reason of the fact that the parties have 
never agreed upon "complete construction drawings and detailed 
specifications"; and by reason of the fact that there has 
never been any building permit; and by reason of the fact that 
there has never been any set of plans approved by Salt Lake 
County; and by reason of the fact that defendants do not have 
any valid contractors license; there has been no meeting of 
the minds of the parties. 
PLAINTIFFS1 SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST CASCADE ENTERPRISES, BARTEL AND THURGOOD 
ILLEGALITY 
50. By reason of the fact that there has never been 
any building permit; and by reason of the fact that there has 
never been any set of plans approved by Salt Lake County; and 
by reason of the fact that defendants do not have any valid 
contractors license; the contract is illegal. 
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PLAINTIFFS1 THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST CASCADE ENTERPRISES, BARTEI AND THURGOOD 
3RSACH OF CONTRACT 
51. Plaintiffs affirmatively allege that a contract 
was never formed by reason of a failure of the meeting of the 
minds and by reason of illegality. However, in the event that 
a contract has been formed, plaintiffs plead in the alterna-
tive that plaintiffs have lived up to each of their covenants 
under the said contract, and that defendants have breached the 
said contract, inter alia, in the following ways: 
(a) By constructing the subject building wichout a 
contractors license; 
(b) By constructing the subject building without 
building permits; 
(c) By constructing the building without required 
inspections; 
(d) By failing to have the water to the building 
hooked up in a timely fashion; 
(e) By installing a heating and air conditioning 
system which is inferior to that shown in the 
plans, and which is below industry standards, 
and which is not suitable for a law office; 
(f) By failing to complete the roof; 
(g) By installing a roof of poor workmanship and 
design; 
(h) By installing a parking let that is crumbling; 
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(i) By failing to install air conditioning condens-
ers in the downstairs area; 
(j) By failing to install v/iring for air condition-
ing condensers; 
(k) By failing to install required circuit break-
ers; 
(1) By failing to perform rough grading before 
winter to cover foundation with the required 
amount of dirt; 
(m) By failing to install a vestibule on the north 
entrance; 
(n) By failing to install a rain gutter needed to 
allow the roof to properly drain; 
(o) By failing to install required electrical 
junction box; 
(p) By installing a staircase which violates the 
uniform building code; 
(q) By not adequately protecting foundation foot-
ings; 
(r) By installing a ceiling that is not anchored in 
accordance with seismic regulations; 
(s) By installing light fixtures that are not 
anchored in accordance with seismic regula-
tions; 
(t) By improperly installing girder saddles and 
bearing plates; 
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(u) By improperly installing the fence required by 
the conditional use permit; 
(v) By failing to install required exterior light-
ing; 
(w) 3y allowing the fire escape to rust, and by 
failing to anchor the fire escape; 
(x) By installing loose, leaky, and unsealed 
windows; 
(y) By delaying the hookup of natural gas; 
(z) By overcharging plaintiffs for extras; 
(aa) By failing to provide plaintiffs with fair and 
reasonable allowances for work or materials to 
be provided by plaintiffs; 
(bb) By failing to finish interior trim including, 
but not limited to, stairway trim; 
(cc) By failing to pay for certain items including, 
but not limited to, stairway handrail and 
ceramic walls in restrooms; 
(dd) By installing faulty vents in the restrooms; 
(ee) By placing a cement driveway around exposed 
utility pipes; 
(ff) By delaying the installation of curb and 
gutter, sidewalk, and landscaping; 
(gg) By failing to install "first class" materials 
throughout the building; 
14 
(hh) Plaintiffs believe that there are other 
"hidden11 defects which plaintiffs have not yet 
uncovered* 
52. By reason of the foregoing breaches, plaintiffs 
have been damaged in that they have purchased a building which 
is neither habitable nor marketable. Jf the contract between 
plaintiffs and Cascade Enterprises is not rescinded, plain-
tiffs will be damaged by the cost of repairing the defects. 
The cost of repair has not yet been ascertained. 
PLAINTIFFS1 FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST CASCADE ENTERPRISES, BARTEL AND THURGOOD 
FRAUD RE: CONSTRUCTION LAWS 
53. Defendants represented to plaintiffs that they 
had met all required State and County ordinances for con-
structing the building. Moreover, defendants represented to 
plaintiffs that they had obtained a valid certificate of 
occupancy. Defendants' representations were false, and they 
were made recklessly and with malice. 
54. The true facts are that defendants did not have 
a valid certificate of occupancy. Furthermore, defendants 
constructed the building in violation of various statutes and 
ordinances as more fully pleaded in paragraphs 25-32, above. 
Defendants had actual knowledge that they were in violation of 
those various statutes and ordinances. 
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55. Plaintiffs relied on the representations of 
defendants by paying for the loan commitment; by adding 
improvements to the building; by signing the closing docu-
ments; and by paying the monies to Utah Title. 
56. If plaintiffs had known the true facts, plain-
tiffs would not have paid for the loan commitment; nor would 
plaintiffs have added improvements to the building; nor would 
plaintiffs have signed the closing documents, nor would 
plaintiffs have paid the monies to Utah Title. 
57. By reason of defendants' fraud regarding 
construction laws as alleged above, plaintiffs have been 
damaged in that they have purchased a defective building as 
more fully alleged above. Plaintiffs further allege that it 
will be impractical or impossible to ascertain all of the 
defects at this stage of construction. 
58. If this contract is not rescinded, it will be 
necessary to correct the defects. The cost for correcting the 
defects is not presently known. 
PLAINTIFFS1 FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST CASCADE ENTERPRISES, RARTEL AND THURGOGD 
FRAUD RE: CONSTRUCTION DEFECTS. 
59. Prior to closing, defendants represented to 
plaintiffs that the building was completed and ready for 
occupancy and that it was constructed using only first-class 
materials. Defendants' representations were made recklessly 
and with malice. 
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60. The true facts are that the building was not 
ready for occupancy in that, inter alia, the following items 
were not completed: 
(a) No hookup to culinary water; 
fb) Some circuit breakers not installed; 
(c) No air conditioning unit in the downstairs 
area; 
(d) No outside lighting for parking lot; 
(e) Various other defects as more fully described 
in paragraph 36, above. 
61. The nature of the omissions were such that 
plaintiffs did not know, and could not reasonably have uncov-
ered, the defects prior to closing. 
62. Plaintiffs relied on the false representations 
of defendants by paying for the loan commitment; by adding 
improvements to the building; by signing the closing docu-
ments; and, by paying the monies to Utah Title. 
63. If plaintiffs had known the true facts, plain-
tiffs would not have paid for the loan commitment; nor would 
plaintiffs have added improvements to the building; nor would 
plaintiffs have signed the closing documents; nor would 
plaintiff have paid the monies to Utah Title. 
64. By reason of defendants1 fraud regarding 
construction defects as alleged above, plaintiffs have been 
damaged in that, they have purchased a building which is 
neither habitable nor marketable. Plaintiffs further allege 
that it will be impractical or impossible to ascertain all of 
the defects at this stage of construction. 
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PLAINTIFFS1 SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST CASCADE ENTERPRISES, BARTEL AND THURGOOD 
FRAUD IN OBTAINING A CERTIFICATION OF OCCUPANCY. 
65. A specific condition of any contract between 
the parties was that defendants would provide a valid certifi-
cate of occupancy as required by Sec. 2-1-1, Salt Lake County 
Ordinances of January 17, 1983 (§307, Uniform Building Code). 
66. Defendants procured a purported certificate of 
occupancy from Salt Lake County, A true copy of the purported 
certificate of occupancy is attached as Exhibit M hereto. In 
procuring the certificate of occupancy, defendants acted 
recklessly and with malice. 
67. The purported certificate of occupancy was 
defective, and defendants knew it was defective in that, inter 
alia, the building was constructed in violation of statutes 
and regulations as more fully pleaded in paragraphs 24-31, 
above, and the building had various construction defects as 
more fully pleaded in paragraph 51, above. 
68. Plaintiffs relied on the representations of 
defendants by paying for the loan commitment; by adding 
improvements to the building; by signing the closing docu-
ments; and, by paying the monies to Utah Title. 
69. If plaintiffs had known the true facts, plain-
tiffs would not, have paid for the loan commitment; nor would 
plaintiffs have added improvements to the building; nor would 
plaintiffs have signed the closing documents; nor would 
plaintiffs have paid the monies to Utah Title. 
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70. By reason of defendants' fraud in procuring a 
defective certificate of occupancy as alleged above, plain-
tiffs have been damaged in that they have purchased a building 
which is neither habitable nor marketable. Plaintiffs further 
allege that it will be impractical or impossible to ascertain 
all of the defects at this stage of construction. 
PLAINTIFFS' FIRST CAUSE OF 
ACTION AGAINST SALMON & ALDER 
71. Defendant Salmon & Alder has breached its 
duties to plaintiffs, inter alia, by: 
(a) Installing a heating and air conditioning 
system which does not meet industry standards 
nor manufacturers standards; 
(b) Installing a heating and air conditioning 
system which is not fit for its intended use as 
a law office; 
(c) Failing to install any air conditioning unit at 
all in the downstairs arda; 
(d) Installing the heating and air conditioning 
system without obtaining the required mechani-
cal permit and without obtaining the required 
inspections. 
72. Defendant Salmon & Alder contracted with 
defendants Cascade Enterprises or Cascade Construction with 
actual or constructive knowledge that said Cascade had no 
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contractor's license, no building permit, and no "approved" 
plans. Furthermore, defendant Salmon & Alder violated 
§5303 (a) cf the Uniform Building Code by failing to do the 
work in accordance with the approved plans. 
73. Defendant Salmon & Alder had a duty to refrain 
from any work on the building until the proper permits were 
obtained. Furthermore, defendant Salmon 5c Alder had a duty to 
advise plaintiffs of the lack of proper license, plans, and 
permits. 
74. Defendant Salmon & Alder failed to obtain a 
mechanical permit prior to commencing work as required by 
§301 (b) of the Uniform Building Code. 
75. By reason of defendant Salmon & Alder's breach-
es, plaintiffs are damaged in that the building they have 
purchased is neither habitable nor marketable. 
76. Plaintiffs have further been damaged in that 
staff members have been forced to work in an oppressive and 
dangerous environment, thereby reducing efficiency, causing 
injuries, and adding to sick leave. 
77. In the event that plaintiffs' contract with 
defendant Cascade Enterprises is not rescinded, the cost of 
repairing the heating and air conditioning system will be 
$38,184.52. 
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PLAINTIFFS' FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST DEFENDANT WILLIAM TRIGGER AND TRIGGER ROOFING 
78. Defendants William Trigger and Trigger Roofing 
have breached their duties to plaintiffs in that they have 
installed a roof which leaks. Furthermore, defendants William 
Trigger and Trigger Roofing have left the roof in an unfin-
ished condition. 
79. Defendant William Trigger and Trigger Roofing 
contracted with defendants Cascade Enterprises or Cascade 
Construction with actual or constructive knowledge that said 
Cascade had no contractor's license, no building permit, and 
no "approved" plans. Furthermore, defendant William Trigger 
and Trigger Roofing violated §303 (a) of the Uniform Building 
Code by failing to do the work in accordance with approved 
plans. 
30. Defendant William Trigger and Trigger Roofing 
had a duty to refrain from any work on the building until the 
proper permits were obtained. Furthermore, defendant William 
Trigger and Trigger Roofing had a duty to advise plaintiffs of 
the lack of proper license, plans, and permits. 
81. By reason of the breaches of defendants William 
Trigger and Trigger Roofing, plaintiffs are damaged in that 
they have incurred various expenses to stop leaks and to 
repair interior surfaces which were damaged by v/ater leaks. 
Furthermore, plaintiffs have purchased a building which is 
dangerous and not marketable in its present condition with a 
leaking roof. 
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82. In the event that plaintiffs' contract with 
Cascade Enterprises is.not rescinded, the roof will have to be 
renovated. The cost of such renovations are not known at this 
time. 
PLAINTIFFS1 FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST DEFENDANT ZEPHYR ELECTRIC, INC, 
83. Zephyr Electric has breached its duties, inter 
alia, in each of the following ways: 
(a) By failing to complete all electrical work, 
including circuit breakers, wiring to down-
stairs condensers, and outside lighting; 
(b) By charging twice for the same work: once to 
Cascade Enterprises; and a second time to 
plaintiffs for the same work. Such double 
charges include, but are not limited to, 
exterior lighting; 
(c) By recommending and installing fixtures not 
suited for their intended purpose. Such 
fixtures include, but are not limited to, high 
density lighting over the stairway, and 
exterior lighting; 
(d) By wrongfully filing a lien on the property. A 
true copy of the lien is attached as Exhibit N. 
84. Defendant Zephyr Electric, Inc. contracted with 
defendants Cascade Enterprises or Cascade Construction with 
actual or constructive knowledge that said Cascade had no 
22 
contractor's license, no building permit, and no "approved" 
plans. Furthermore, defendant Zephyr Electric, Inc. "iolated 
§303(a) of, the Uniform Building Code by failing to do the work 
in accordance with approved plans. 
85. Defendant Zephyr Electric, Inc. had a duty to 
refrain from any work on the building until the proper permits 
were obtained. Furthermore, defendant Zephyr Electric, Inc. 
had a duty to advise plaintiffs of the lack of proper license, 
plans, and permits. 
86. By reason of defendant Zephyr's breaches, 
plaintiffs are damaged in that the building they have pur-
chased is neither habitable nor marketable. 
87. Plaintiffs have been further damaged in that 
they have been forced to incur attorney fees to defend against 
the slander of title. 
88. In the event that plaintiffs1 contract with ~ 
Cascade Enterprises is not rescinded, it will be necessary to 
correct the defects listed above. The cost of such repairs is 
not presently known. 
89. As a further result of defendant Zephyr's 
wrongful lien, plaintiffs have been forced to incur attorney 
fees. 
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PLAINTIFFS1 FIRST CAUSE OF 
ACTION AGAINST SAWYER GLASS 
90. Defendant Sawyer Glass has breached its duties 
to plaintiffs in, inter alia, the following ways: 
(a) By failing to install portions of glass work it 
had contracted with Cascade to provide; 
(b) By installing leaky, loose and unsealed win-
dows; 
(c) By submitting bills to plaintiffs for double 
payment when those same bills should have been, 
or were, paid by Cascade Enterprises; 
(d) By wrongfully filing a lien on the property. A 
true copy of the lien is attached as Exhibit M. 
91. Defendant Sawyer Glass contracted with 
defendants Cascade Enterprises or Cascade Construction with 
actual or constructive knowledge that said Cascade had no 
contractor's license, no building permit, and no "approved" 
plans. Furthermore, defendant Sawyer Glass violated §303 (a) 
of the Uniform Building Code by failing to do the work in 
accordance with approved plans, 
92. Defendant Sawyer Glass had a duty to refrain 
from any work on the building until the proper permits were 
obtained. Furthermore, defendant Sawyer Glass had a duty to 
advise plaintiffs of the lack of proper license, plans, and 
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93. If the contract between plaintiffs and Cascade 
Enterprises is not rescinded, plaintiffs will be damaged by 
the cost of repairing the foregoing items. The cost of such 
repairs is not yet known. As a further result of defendant 
Sawyer Glass1 wrongful lien, plaintiffs have incurred 
attorney's fees and other actual damaged. 
PLAINTIFFS1 FIRST CAUSE OF 
ACTION AGAINST TRIAD SERVICES CO. 
94. Triad Services Co. has breached its duty to 
plaintiffs, inter alia, in that it has installed a cement 
parking lot which is crumbling. 
95. Defendant Triad Services Co. contracted with 
defendants Cascade Enterprises or Cascade Construction with 
actual or constructive knowledge that said Cascade had no 
contractor's licesne, no building permit, and no "approved 
plans. Furthermore, defendant Triad Services Co. violated 
§303(a) of the Uniform Building Code by failing to do the work 
in accordance with approved plans. 
96. Defendant Triad Services Co. had a duty to 
refrain from any work on the building until the proper permits 
were obtained. ..Furthermore, defendant Triad Services Co. had 
a duty to advise plaintiffs of the lack of proper license, 
plans, and permits. 
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97. If the contract between plaintiffs and Cascade 
Enterprises is not rescinded, plaintiffs will be damaged in 
that plaintiffs will be required to replace all or part of the 
cement parking lot. The cost for such replacement is not 
presently known. 
PLAINTIFFS1 FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
AGAINST DEFENDANT CASCADE CONSTRUCTION CO. 
98. Defendant Cascade Construction Company holds a 
valid contractor's license from the State of Utah. Notwith-
standing the said valid license, plaintiffs allege on informa-
tion and belief that defendant Cascade Construction Company 
was not involved in the construction of the building in any 
way as the building v/as constructed by a separate entity known 
as Cascade Enterprises. 
99. Plaintiffs allege on information and belief 
that Cascade Construction obtained the building permit for 
Cascade Enterprises in violation of §58A-la-10, Utah Code Ann. 
100. Defendant Cascade Construction had a duty to 
refrain from any work on the building until the proper permits 
were obtained. Furthermore, defendant Cascade Construction 
had a duty to advise plaintiffs of the lack of proper license, 
plans, and permits. 
101. By reason of defendant Cascade Construction's 
conduct as alleged above, plaintiffs have been damaged in that 
plaintiffs have purchased a building which is neither habit-
able nor marketable. If the contract between nlaintiffs and 
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Cascade Enterprises is not rescinded, plaintiffs will be 
damaged in the amount of the coit of the building, plus 
improvements, plus interest. The exact amount of such damages 
is not yet known. 
PLAINTIFFS1 FIRST CAUSE OF 
ACTION AGAINST VALLEY MORTGAGE CO. 
102. In connection with Valley Mortgage Company's 
activities as a construction lender, Valley Mortgage Company 
was aware, or should have been aware, that no valid building 
permit was obtained for the building. Furthermore, defendant 
Valley Mortgage knew, or should have known, that the required 
inspections were not conducted on the building by County 
officials. 
103. Defendant Valley Mortgage Company had a duty to 
disclose the true facts to plaintiffs. Defendant Valley 
Mortgage Company failed to disclose the true facts to plain-
tiffs. 
104. Plaintiffs allege on information and belief 
that defendant Valley Mortgage Company failed to disclose the 
true facts to plaintiffs because the construction loan was 
delinquent and defendant Valley Mortgage Company wanted to 
avoid the time, cost and risk of foreclosure proceedings. 
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105. By reason of defendant Valley Mortgage Compa-
ny's conduct as alleged above, plaintiffs have purchased a 
building that is neither habitable nor marketable. If the 
contract between plaintiffs and Cascade Enterprises is not 
rescinded, plaintiffs will be damaged in the amount of the 
cost of the building, plus improvements, plus interest. The 
exact amount of such damages in not yet known. 
PLAINTIFFS1 FIRST CAUSE OF 
ACTION AGAINST DEFENDANT UTAH TITLE 
106. Defendant Utah Title acted as the escrow agent 
for the closing. 
107. As a part of the escrow, defendant Utah Title 
agreed that: "After you have determined that all liens and 
clouds on the property have been satisfied and removed. . .you 
may disburse the remaining funds. . .to Cascade Enter-
prises . . . " 
108. The failure of defendants Cascade Enterprises, 
Bartel and Thurgood to have a contractor's license or a valid 
building permit, as more fully pleaded in paragraphs 24 and 
26, above, constitutes a cloud on the title. 
109. In violation of those express instructions, 
Utah Title disbursed $79,247.16 to defendants Cascade 
Enterprises, Bartel and Thurgood notwithstanding the fact that 
the cloud alleged in paragraph 107, above, had not been 
removed. 
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110. If the contract between plaintiffs and Cascade 
Enterprises is not rescinded, plaintiffs will be damaged in 
the amount of $79,247.16 by reason of defendant Utah Title's 
breaches. 
PLAINTIFFS1 SECOND CAUSE OF 
ACTION AGAINST DEFENDANT UTAH TITLE 
111. Utah Title had actual or constructive knowledge 
of the failure of defendants Cascade Enterprises, Bartel and 
Thurgood to have a valid contractor's license or building 
permit. 
112. If defendant Utah Title had disclosed the true 
facts, plaintiffs would never have closed or purchased the 
building. 
113. By reason of Utah Title's conduct as alleged 
above, plaintiffs have been damaged in that they have pur-
chased a building which is neither habitable nor marketable. 
114. If the contract between plaintiffs and Cascade 
Enterprises is not rescinded, plaintiffs will be damaged in 
the amount of the cost of the building, plus improvements, 
plus interest. The exact amount of such damages is not yet 
ascertained. 
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PLAINTIFFS' THIRD CAUSE OF 
ACTION AGAINST DEFENDANT UTAH TITLE 
115. Defendant Utah Title represented to plaintiffs 
at closing that no funds would be disbursed until after buyer 
and seller had both certified in writing that the building was 
completed. 
116. Notwithstanding the representation, and 
notwithstanding the fact that the bulding has never been 
completed, defendant Utah Title immediately disbursed all sums 
in the escrow account to defendant Cascade Enterprises and to 
the subcontractors. 
117. By reason of defendant Utah Titlefs conduct 
alleged above, plaintiff has been deprived of the intended 
security for its purchase. 
113. By reason of Utah Title1s conduct as alleged 
above, plaintiffs have been damaged in that they have 
purchased a building which is neither habitable nor 
marketable . 
119. If the contract between plaintiffs and Cascade 
Enterprises is not rescinded, plaintiffs will be damaged in 
the amount of the cost of the building, plus improvements, 
plus interest. _, The exact amount of such damages is not yet 
ascertained. 
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PLAINTIFFS1 FIRST CAUSE OF 
ACTION AGAINST DEFENDANT RICHARDS-WOODBURY 
120. In making the mortgage loan between plaintiffs 
and defendant Richards-Woodbury, both parties reasonably 
believed that Cascade Enterprises was a licensed contractor; 
and that Cascade Enterprises had obtained a building permit 
and a set cf approved plans from Salt Lake County. 
121. Both parties were laboring under a mutual 
mistake of fact in that Cascade Enterprises is not a licensed 
contractor, and further that Cascade Enterprises has never 
obtained the required building permit and approved plans from 
Salt Lake County. 
122. The mutual mistake of fact alleged above goes 
to the heart and substance of the transactions in that the 
building is neither habitable nor marketable. 
WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for the following relief: 
1. For a rescission of the contract between 
Cascade Enterprises and plaintiffs. 
2. For a rescission of all qontracts between 
Richards-Woodbury and plaintiffs. 
3. That the parties be returned to the status quo 
which existed prior to the foregoing transactions. 
4. in the alternative, if this Court does not 
grant rescission, plaintiffs pray that each of the defendants 
be held jointly and severally liable as fellows: 
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(a) If the building cannot be made habitable and 
marketable, for a judgment in the amount of the 
replacement cost of the building including all 
improvements. 
(b) If the building can be made habitable and 
marketable, for a judgment in the amount of the 
cost of repair; plus interest; plus attorney's 
fees; plus punitive damages; and, a judicial 
order determining which extras are to be paid 
by plaintiffs and which extras are to be paid 
by Cascade Enterprises. 
DATED this / day of /• ' " ! " , 1986. 
ROBERT J. .DE3RY & ASSOCIATES 
Attorneys for. Plaintiffs 
By: 
NOTE TO SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT 
The exhibits to the Second Amended Complaint 
are exactly the same as the exhibits to the First 
Amended Complaint, Because the exhibits are so 
voluminous, they will be attached onlv to the official 
Court copy of the Second Amended Complaint and not to 
the copies for opposing counsel. 
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Exhibit J 
DAVID E. YOCOM 
Acting Salt Lake County Attorney 
By: Paul G. Maughan (No. 2124) 
Deputy County Attorney 
Attorneys for Salt Lake County Defendants 
and Wallace R. Noble 
231 East 400 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: 363-7900 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY. STATE OF UTAH 
ROBERT J. DEBRY and 
JOAN DEBRY, 
Plaintiffs. 
-vs-
CASCADE ENTERPRISES, a general 
partnership; DEL K. BARTEL; 
DALE THURGOOD; ROBERT G. HILL; 
UTAH TITLE AND ABSTRACT CO.; 
CASCADE CONSTRUCTION, a 
general partnership: LEE 
ALLEN BARTEL; SALMON AND 
ALDER. INC.; WILLIAM TRIGGER 
d.b.a. TRIGGER ROOFING; 
ZEPHYR ELECTRIC. INC.; 
SAWYER GLASS CO.. INC.; 
TRIAD SERVICES CO.. INC.; 
VALLEY MORTGAGE CORP.. INC. ; 
RICHARDS-WOODBURY MORTGAGE 
CORP.; WALLACE R. NOBLE. 
individually and in his 
official capacity; SALT LAKE 
COUNTY WORKS DEPT.; SALT 
LAKE COUNTY; SCOTT MCDONALD 
REALTY, INC.; and. STANLEY 
POSTMA. 
Defendants. 
Defendants Salt Lake County, Wallace R. Noble, and Salt 
Lake County Public Works Department, by and through their 
FILE COPY 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' 
SUBSTITUTE SECOND AMENDED 
COMPLAINT. COUNTERCLAIM 
AND CROSS-CLAIM 
Civil No. C86-553 
Judge Richard Moffat 
counsel of record, answer plaintiffs' Substitute Second Amended 
Complaint as follows: 
FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs1 complaint fails to state a claim against these 
defendants upon which relief can be granted. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
PARTIES AND RELATED ENTITIES 
•1. These defendants lack sufficient information to form 
an opinion or belief as to the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 24 of plaintiffs* complaint and therefore 
deny the same. 
2. These defendants lack sufficient information to form 
an opinion or belief as to the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 25 and 32 of plaintiffs' complaint and therefore 
deny the same, 
3. In answering paragraph 26 these defendants admit that 
no plans were ever approved for the building, affirmatively 
allege that footings and foundation plans were approved, and 
deny each and every other allegation thereof for lack of 
information* 
4. Defendants, in answering the allegations contained in 
paragraph 27 of plaintiffs' complaint, admit that a building 
permit was not issued for the construction of a building 
located at 4252 South 700 East, Salt Lake City, Utah; affirma-
tively allege that a footings and foundation permit was issued 
by the County for said structure; and deny each and every other 
allegation contained therein for lack of information. 
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5. In answering the allegations contained in paragraph 28 
of plaintiffs' complaint defendants admit that the building was 
not constructed in total conformance with the plans approved by 
Salt Lake County and deny each and every allegation contained 
therein for lack of information. 
6. In answering the allegations of paragraph 29 of 
plaintiffs' complaint defendants affirmatively allege that 
several inspections of the structure located at 4252 South 700 
East, Salt Lake City, Utah, were made by Salt Lake County and 
deny each and every other allegation contained therein for lack 
of information* 
7. Defendants admit the building was constructed in 
violation of a stop work order and deny each and every other 
allegation contained in paragraph 30 of plaintiffs' complaint 
for lack of information. 
8. In answering the allegations contained in paragraph 31 
of plaintiffs' complaint defendants affirmatively allege that 
no plumbing or mechanical permits were issued by the County and 
deny each and every allegation contained therein for lack of 
information. 
DEFECTS 
9. In answering the allegations contained in paragraph 33 
of plaintiffs' complaint defendants admit that the County's 
Building Official sent plaintiff Robert DeBry a letter dated 
March 19, 1986 which listed several deficiencies of the 
structure; said defendants lack sufficient information to form 
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an opinion or belief as to the remainder of the allegations 
contained in paragraph 33 and therefore deny the same. 
PLAINTIFFS' FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION AGAINST 
DEFENDANTS WALLACE R. NOBLE, SALT LAKE COUNTY PUBLIC 
WORKS DEPARTMENT AND SALT LAKE COUNTY 
10. In answering paragraph 34 of plaintiffs1 complaint 
defendants admit Wallace Ray Noble is the duly appointed 
Building Official of Salt Lake County and so acted at all times 
relevant to this case until the 3rd day of November, 1986. 
11. These defendants deny each and every allegation 
contained in paragraphs 35, 36, 37, 38, and 41 of plaintiffs* 
complaint. 
12. In answering the allegations contained in paragraph 39 
defendants admit that during 'the course of construction and 
thereafter Salt Lake County performed certain inspections of 
the building. Subsequent certain violations of the Building 
Code were discovered as referenced in the letter of March 19, 
1986 from the County's Building Official to the plaintiff, 
Robert DeBry, and deny each and every other allegation 
contained therein. 
13. In answering paragraph 40 of plaintiffs' complaint 
defendants admit that Wallace Ray Noble issued a temporary 
certificate of occupancy for the building located at 4252 South 
700 East, Salt Lake City, Utah, on December 6, 1985 and 
affirmatively allege that said certificate expired upon its own 
terms within 30 days and deny each and every other allegation 
contained therein. 
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PLAINTIFFS' FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION AGAINST 
DEFENDANT SCOTT MCDONALD 
14• These defendants lack sufficient information to form 
an opinion or belief as to the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 42 through 48 of plaintiffs' complaint and therefore 
deny the same. 
PLAINTIFFS' FIRST, SECOND, THIRD, FOURTH, FIFTH 
AND SIXTH CAUSES OF ACTION AGAINST 
CASCADE ENTERPRISES. BARTEL AND THURGOOD 
15. These defendants lack sufficient information to form 
an opinion or belief as to the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 49, 50, 52, 53, 55 through 59, 61 through 65, and 68 
through 70 of plaintiffs' complaint and therefore deny the same. 
16. These defendants lack sufficient information to form 
an opinion or belief as to the allegations contained in 
paragraph 51 of plaintiffs' complaint other than those items 
which appear in Ray Noble's letter of March 19, 1986 and 
therefore deny the same. 
17. In answering the allegations contained in paragraph 54 
of plaintiffs1 complaint defendants affirmatively allege that 
certain construction plans were submitted but never approved 
for the construction of the building at 4252 South 700 East, 
Salt Lake City, Utah; affirmatively allege that a temporary 30 
day certificate of occupancy was issued by the Building 
Official; and deny each and every other allegation contained 
therein as it relates to said defendants. Further, these 
defendants lack sufficient information to form an opinion or 
belief as to the remainder of the allegations contained in said 
paragraph and therefore deny the same. 
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18. In answering the allegations contained in paragraph 60 
these defendants are aware of the deficiencies in the building 
as set forth in the Building Official's letter to plaintiff, 
Robert DeBry, dated March 19, 1986 and deny each and every 
other allegation contained therein for lack of knowledge. 
19. In answering the allegations contained in paragraph 66 
of plaintiffs' complaint defendants admit that the County 
issued a temporary 30 day certificate of occupancy, 
affirmatively allege that the document speaks for itself and 
deny each and every other allegation contained therein for lack 
of knowledge. 
20. In answering the allegations contained in paragraph 67 
of plaintiffs' complaint the County affirmatively alleges that 
it issued a valid temporary 30 day certificate of occupancy and 
denies each and every allegation contained therein for lack of 
knowledge. 
PLAINTIFFS' CAUSES OF ACTION AGAINST 
DEFENDANTS SALMON AND ALDER. WILLIAM TRIGGER, 
TRIGGER ROOFING, ZEPHYR ELECTRIC, SAWYER GLASS, 
TRIAD SERVICES, CASCADE CONSTRUCTION CO., 
VALLEY MORTGAGE, UTAH TITLE, RICHARDS-WOODBURY, 
AND STANLEY POSTMA 
21. These defendants deny the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 71, 72, 75 through 79, 81 through 84, 86 through 91, 
93 through 95, 97 through 99, 101 through 126, and 128 through 
140 for lack of knowledge and information. 
22. In answering the allegations contained in paragraphs 
73, 80, 85, 92, 96, and 100 the County affirmatively alleges 
that all persons had a duty to refrain from work on the 
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building located at 4252 South 700 East. Salt Lake City, Utah, 
until proper permits were obtained and deny each and every 
allegation of said plaintiffs pertaining to Salt Lake County. 
These defendants lack sufficient information to form an opinion 
or belief as to the remainder of the allegations contained in 
said paragraphs of plaintiffs1 complaint and therefore deny the 
same. 
23. In answering the allegations contained in paragraph 74 
the County affirmatively alleges that no mechanical permit was 
or has been issued for the building located at 4252 South 700 
East, Salt Lake City, Utah, and lacks sufficient information to 
form an opinion or belief as to the remainder of the allega-
tions contained in said paragraph of plaintiffs1 complaint and 
therefore denies the same. 
24. In answering paragraph 127 of plaintiffs' complaint 
defendants admit Salt Lake County relied on the certificate of 
Postma in issuing a footings and foundation permit and deny 
each and every other allegation contained therein for lack of 
information. 
25. These defendants deny each and every allegation 
contained in plaintiffs' complaint not specifically admitted or 
denied herein. 
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
26. The Salt Lake County Public Works Department is not an 
independent legal entity which may sue or be sued. 
27. As a separate and affirmative defense the defendant 
Wallace Ray Noble is the Building Official of Salt Lake County 
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and that he is immune from suit for damages as an individual by 
virtue of Section 63-30-4. 
28. As a separate and affirmative defense Salt Lake County 
and Ray Noble, as the Building Official of Salt Lake County, 
assert that they are immune from suit under the provisions of 
the state's Governmental Immunity Act, Section 63-30-1, et 
seq.; specifically, under Sections 63-30-3, 4, and 10 of the 
Utah Governmental Immunity Act. 
29. Neither Salt Lake County, the County Public Works 
Department, nor Ray Noble as the County Building Official owed 
any duty to plaintiffs herein. 
30. Through plaintiffs1 acts and omissions they are 
estopped from asserting their alleged claims against answering 
defendants. 
31. Through plaintiffs' acts and omissions they have 
assumed the risk of any and all alleged damages by their 
failure to comply with the decisions, ordinances, and notice 
and order of the answering defendants. 
32. Through plaintiffs1 actions and ommissions they have 
waived their alleged claims against answering defendants. 
WHEREFORE, defendants Salt Lake County, Salt Lake County 
Public Works Department and Wallace Ray Noble pray for judgment 
as follows: 
1. For an order dismissing plaintiffs1 complaint with 
prejudice against these defendants. 
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2. For reasonable attorney's fees and costs incurred in 
responding to plaintiffs' complaint, pursuant to Section 
78-27-56, Utah Code Annotated, 
3. For such other and further relief as the Court deems 
appropriate. 
COUNTERCLAIM 
Salt Lake County counterclaims against plaintiffs Robert J. 
DeBry and Joan DeBry as follows: 
1. Salt Lake County, through its Building Official, 
issued a temporary 30 day certificate of occupancy on 
December 6, 1985 for the premises located at 4252 South 700 
East, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
2. The temporary certificate expired by its own terms on 
January 6, 1986, and no final certificate of occupancy has 
subsequently been issued by Salt Lake County. 
3. Subsequent to the issuance of the 30 day temporary 
certificate of occupancy Salt Lake County became aware that no 
building permit for the building had ever been issued to 
Cascade Construction or Del Bartel. 
4. On or about March 17, 1986 Salt Lake County performed 
a partial inspection of the property and set forth in writing, 
in a letter to plaintiff Robert DeBry dated March 19, 1986, the 
minimum deficiencies of the structure that would need to be 
corrected before a certificate of occupancy would be issued. 
5. Salt Lake County has repeatedly notified plaintiffs 
that a building permit would be required before a certificate 
of occupancy and final inspection would be made by the County. 
-9-
6. On or about October 10 the Salt Lake County Building 
Official was served with a petition initiated by plaintiffs 
herein for an extraordinary writ of mandamus ordering the 
Building Official of Salt Lake County to perform a final 
inspection pursuant to Section 305 of the Uniform Building Code 
and to issue a certificate of occupancy or state why such a 
certificate would not be issued. 
7. Attached to said petition was an affidavit of Kenneth 
William Karren, Jr., a licensed civil engineer, who stated that 
he had identified numerous violations of the Uniform Building 
Code in the structure and that in his opinion a certificate of 
occupancy could not be issued for the building in its current 
sxate. 
8. In an affidavit of the plaintiff attached to said 
petition for extraordinary writ the plaintiff noted that the 
manner in which the building was constructed Hmay cause life 
threatening consequences to 20 to 110 people who may from time 
to time be in the building." 
9. Based in part upon said affidavits the County issued a 
notice and order to vacate the premises which was dated 
November 3, 1986. Said order outlined the conditions upon 
which Salt Lake County would perform a final inspection 
pursuant to Section 305 of the Building Code. 
10. On or about November 7 the Third Judicial District 
Court, the Honorable Timothy Hanson, presiding, denied 
plaintiffs1 petition for an extraordinary writ and held that 
Salt Lake County's Building Official had no duty to perform 
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further inspections of the building as plaintiff had failed to 
comply with the conditions set forth in the notice and order 
stating what was required of the plaintiff before a final 
inspection would be made by the County. 
11. Plaintiffs are still occupying the premises in 
question though they have filed an appeal for an extension of 
time in which to vacate the premises, which will be heard by 
the Board of Appeals on December 12. 1986. 
12. Plaintiffs have also requested of the Board of Appeals 
that the County be required to make additional inspections of 
the building; said issue, however, has already been resolved by 
the Third Judicial District Court. 
13. Plaintiffs continue to occupy the building in 
violation of the provisions of the Uniform Building Code and 
the notice and order of Salt Lake County. 
14. Plaintiffs have failed to obtain a building permit. 
pay the required fees for a building permit, required impact 
fees for the building, and failed to provide as-built drawings 
or a certificate of a licensed engineer stating whether the 
building meets the conditions of the Uniform Building Code or 
how existing violations may be remedied. 
WHEREFORE. Salt Lake County prays for judgment against 
plaintiffs as follows: 
1. An order requiring plaintiffs to quit the premises in 
accordance with the notice and order issued by Salt Lake County. 
2. An order requiring plaintiffs to take a building 
permit, pay all required permit and impact fees, supply the 
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required as-built drawings in sufficient detail to determine 
whether the building complies with the provisions of the 
Uniform Building Code and certify said as-built drawings by a 
licensed engineer. 
3. For costs of this action. 
4. For such other relief as the Court deems just and 
proper. 
CROSS-CLAIM 
Salt Lake County cross-claims against defendants and third-
party defendants Del K. Bartel, Dale Thurgood and Casade 
Construction as follows: 
1. In the fall of 1984 Del Bartel, on behalf of Cascade 
Construction, applied for and received a footings and 
foundation permit for a building to be constructed at 4252 
South 700 East, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
2. No further permits and specifically, no building 
permit, was ever issued for the construction of the remainder 
of the building. 
3. On December 6, 1985 Del Bartel, on behalf of Cascade 
Construction, represented to Salt Lake County's Building 
Official, that a building permit had been obtained by Cascade 
Construction for the construction of said building and 
requested a temporary certificate of occupancy for the 
structure. 
4. Based upon the representations of Del Bartel the Salt 
Lake County Building Official issued a 30 day certificate of 
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occupancy which stated that all on- and off-site improvements 
must be completed within said 30 days. 
5. At the time the temporary certificate of occupancy was 
issued, Mr. Bartel was asked to furnish a copy of the building 
permit and though he agreed to do so, said permit was not and 
has not been furnished to Salt Lake County. 
6. No building permit in fact has been issued by Salt 
Lake County for the premises in question. 
7. A check in the amount of $1,075.00 was tendered to 
Salt Lake County on February 21, 1986 signed by Dale Thurgood 
on behalf of Cascade Construction. Said amount is insufficient 
to pay the required building permit fees or impact fees for the 
structure. 
8. The building was not built in accordance with the 
plans approved by Salt Lake County. It is therefore necessary 
for said third-party defendants to supply as-built drawings in 
sufficient detail to determine whether the building has been 
constructed in compliance with the provisions of the Uniform 
Building Code and that they also must be certified by a 
licensed engineer of the state of Utah. 
WHEREFORE, Salt Lake County prays judgment against 
third-party defendants as follows: 
1. An order requiring plaintiffs to take a building 
permit, pay all required permit and impact fees, supply the 
required as-built drawings in sufficient detail to determine 
whether the building complies with the provisions of the 
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Uniform Building Code and certify said as-built drawings by a 
licensed engineer. 
2. For costs of this action. 
3. For such other relief as the Court deems just and 
proper. At 
DATED this 3 day of ^ ^ , 1986. 
DAVID E. YOCOM 
Acting Salt Lake County Attorney 
PAUL G. MAUGI 
Deputy County Attorney 
Attorneys for Salt Lake 
County Defendants and 
Wallace Ray Noble 
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MAILING CERTIFICATE 
I hereby certify that I mailed a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing Answer to Plaintiffs' Substitute Second Amended 
Complaint,, Counterclaim and Cross-Claim, postage prepaid, 
this 3/xt day of December, 1986, to the following: 
Robert B. Hansen 
325 South 500 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
and 
Robert J. DeBry 
Robert J. DeBry & Associates 
4252 South 700 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84107 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
Jeffrey K. Woodbury 
Walter Kennedy III 
WOODBURY, BETTILYON AND KESLER 
2677 East Parley's Way 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
George A. Hunt 
SNOW, CHRISTENSEN & MARTINEAU 
10 Exchange Place 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Mark A, Larson 
DART, ADAMSON & PARKEN 
310 South Main Street. #1330 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
Jeff Silvestrini 
COHNE, RAPPAPORT & SEGAL 
66 Exchange Place 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Steven R. McMurray 
McMURRAY, McMURRAY, DALE & PARKINSON 
The Hermes Building 
455 East 500 South, Suite 300 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
D. Michael Nielsen 
Session Place 
505 South Main Street 
Bountiful, Utah 84010 
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Valden Livingston 
PARSONS. BEHLE & LATIMER 
185 South State Street. #700 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84147 
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